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LONDON, DECEMBER 11, 1875. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


Wirh rererence to the Hilary sittings of the 
High Court of Justice, which begin on the 11th of 
Jmuary, and last for thirteen consecutive weeks, we are 
informed that the learned judges of the Chancery Divi- 
sin have had under consideration the advisability of 
making a short break in this lengthened period. Although 
ord. 61 seems to contemplate continuous sittings, it 
js considered that there is nothing to prevent any single 
judge from adjourning his court; and it is under- 
stood that the Master of the Rolls and the three 
Vice-Chancellors contemplate exercising this discretion 
by rising for » week somewhere about the end of 
six weeks from the 11th of January. This course 
would probably receive the sanction of the President of 
the High Court, but it remains to be settled whether 
the days of sitting shall be appointed over the whole of 
the thirteen weeks, leaving each of the four judges of 
the Chancery Division to act as he pleases, and to 
adjourn at any time he thinks fit, or whether all shall 
agree to suspend their sittings at the same time. 





Every ONE MusT AGREE with Mr. Baron Bramwell’s ex- 
pression of a hope that the practice of adjourning coroners’ 
juries to the assizes may not become general. The 
action of the coroner in the Solent case was obviously 
taken on the strength of a passage in Jervis on Coroners 
(Brd ed. p. 259), containing a dictum by Chief Justice 
Holt, but the book neither relates the circumstances 
under which the dictum was uttered nor gives the reasons 
which then existed for a practice which has now become 
absurd and inconvenient. An old statute enacted 
that if the coroner be remiss and make not his 
inquisitions upon persons slain, or do not return the same 
to the next gaol delivery, he shall forfeit £5 for every 
default. When the jury refused to come to any verdict 
80 that no return could be made, the coroner was obvi- 
ously in a position of great perplexity. How the difli- 
culty was met in early times we do not know; but in 
Taverner's case (3 Bulstr. 171), in the reign of James I., a 
bright idea seems to have struck a coroner who had got 
intoa difficulty with an obstinate jury who would give no 
verdict. After adjourning them “ from time to time, and 
from place to place,” he at last “ went to the assizes at 
Hertford, and did acquaint the judges with it,” and “ for 
his discharge ” the court fined the jurors for not giving 
up their verdict, and apparently dismissed them, com- 
mending the coroner for his care. In 1614, a coroner's 
Jury on a prisoner, composed ofsix prisoners and six of the 
next parish not prisoners, disagreed, the prisoners being 
of opinion that the deceased died of grief caused by the 
conduct of the marshal, An application appears 
to have been made to the court, who “refused 
fo receive the judgment of the six prisoners” 

“it was impossible for them to know 
that he died of grief,” and the obstinate six 
Were fined and discharged of the inquiry. It seems 
to have been thought at this time, and up to near 
the close of the seventeenth century, that if the coroner 
> ag & presentment which on the face of it showed 

he ought not to have accepted it, an information 
—* against him. In Smith’s case (Comb. 386) the 
Were that a coach had run against a post, which, 








in falling, caused the death ofa man. The coroner's 

jury would only find “that the post moved to his death,” 

and the coroner, after adjourning them to several places, 
at last adjourned them to the assizes; but nothing could 
prevail upon them to come to any other verdict. The 
coroner asked the advice of the court, stating that he 
was liable to an information, and the clerks of the Crown 
confirmed this statement. But the court held that this 
was unreasonable, “for the coroner hath no remedy, but 
ought to accept such presentment as the jury makes.” 

It was on the first hearing of this case that Holt, C.J., is 

reported to have said “ the coroner should not have ad- 
journed them to places at great distances, by way of 
punishment, but to the assizes was well, where the judge 
will inform them better.” It is obvious that the appli- 
cation to the judge of assize in all these cases was made 
either for the protection of the coroner or the punish- 
ment of the obstinate jury. The principle of the deci- 
sion in Smith's case is that the coroner is not to be liable 
if he does his best to make the jury agree; and at this 
day no one would maintain that a jury could be fined for 
refusing to come to a verdict. Canthere be any reason, 
then, for reviving the old practice when the reasons for 
it have ceased ? 


A  — 


A POINT OF SOME INTEREST With regard to the admissi« 
bility of evidence arose during the late trial of Henry 
Wainwright for murder. The Lord Chief Justice, com- 
menting upon the rule of law which prevented the state- 
ments made by Harriet Lane to Miss Wilmore prior to her 
leaving on the last occasion when she was seen alive, 
said, “‘ Unfortunately, we cannot have such statements 
given in evidence. Rules of evidence are, on the whole, 
useful for the protection of innocence and the elucida- 
tion of truth; but sometimes they do interfere prejudi- 
cially with judicial investigations, and it strikes me 
they do so in this case. We cannot receive statements 
taade in the absence of the accused; they might be 
false or might be intended to deceive, and it would be 
unjust if the accused were to be affected by statements 
to which he had not been a party.” There can be no 
doubt that the law against the admission of hearsay 
evidence does in some cases hinder the elucidation 
of truth. We recall a case in which an Italian was 
charged with stabbing a man in an affray, and was con- 
victed of murder. A witness was tendered, if we re- 
member rightly, who was prepared to swear that another 
Italian, who had been present, had admitted that he was 
the man who had stabbed the deceased. This evidence 
was rejected, but the prisoner was afterwards reprieved 
on the strength of it. This case was an infinitely stronger 
one than that which called forth the Lord Chief Justice’s 
observations, and it is one which is much more calcula- 
ted to sustain a doubt of the propriety of the general rule. 
Some persons are so strongly impressed by instances of 
this sort as to doubt the propriety of a rule which keeps 
back from the jury any material fact in connection with 
the matter to be investigated. But, as in the case of all 
general rules of law which act prejudicially in particular 
instances, the question is one of the balance of con- 
venience. Such a rule as that of the Statute of Frauds, 
by which a contract must be evidenced by writing, raises 
precisely the same question. No doubt some injustice in 
particular cases may be wrought by such a rule, but the 
question is whether it does not, on the whole, tend more 
towards justice than injustice. Wecan hardly think that 
the rule against the admission of hearsay evidence is not a 
sound one. It is not so purely an artificial technicality 
as some persons would seem to suppose. It has its basis 
in substance, and, with regard, not to legal matters only, 
but to all matters of investigation, adistrust of such evi- 
dence is a sound and necessary safeguard. 

Some would be inclined to say that, though the fact of 
evidence being merely hearsay should go to its weight, 
it ought not to affect its admissibility. Though there is 
much to be said for this view we are not prepared to 
agree with it. It seems to us that to render such evi- 
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dence generally admissible would be unsafe and unsatis- 
factory, more particularly having regard to our existing 
system of determining issues of fact by the verdict of 
unprofessional persons. It would not be easy for skilled 
professional judges to determine the amount of weight 
to be given to hearsay evidence, and, having regard to 
the facility with which evidence of this sort might in 
many cases be manufactured, it could hardly be safe to 
submit it toa jury. 

The question that remains is whether any rules could 
be devised which would meet the cases where the exclu- 
sion of this sort of evidence does mischief, by establishing 
certain limited classes cf exceptions to the rule, or rather 
by adding to the exceptions already recognized, as, for 
example, those of pedigree cases and admissions against 
interest. We are not very sanguine that any such 
exceptions could be devised without breaking down the 
general rule, which, as we before said, we consider bene- 
ficial. Hearsay may, no doubt, vary from being evidence 
of considerable weight to being evidence of a most 
worthless and dangerous character. The difficulty, 
however, is to suggest any rule that would separate the 
wheat from the chaff, and it ceems to us that the general 
operation of the rule is so beneficial that it is better to 
maintain it, trusting to illogical or irregular expedients 
to correct particular injustices which might be worked 
by it—such as the interference of the Home Secretary 
in the case we have mentioned—than to abolish it alto- 
gether. 


Our attention has been called to the case of Williams 
v. Games (23 W. R. 779, L. R. 10 Ch. 204) as being the 
authority on which the Master of the Rolls based hie de- 
cision in Drinkwater v. Ratcliffe (24 W. R. 25), on which 
we recently ventured to make some observations (see ante 
p. 73). It will be remembered that in this latter case a 
strong opinion was expressed to the effect that in a parti- 
tion suit the owner of any share, however small, is of right 
entitled to have a sale unless some of the other owners 
can, and do, undertake to buy his share at a valuation ; 
and it seems to be thought that in Williams v. 
Games this proposition was laid down by the Lords 
Justices, or at all events that Sir George Jessel, in 
the recent case, treated it as having been there laid 
down. Buta careful consideration of the judgment in 
Drinkwater v. Ratcliffe will show that the Master of the 
Rolls used Williams v. Games merely for the purpose of 
proving that the 5th section of the Partition Act, 1868, 
is not a limitation on the 3rd or 4th sections, but is a 
new power intended for the benefit of the owner asking 
for a sale; a view which we did not in any way dispute. 
The matter stands thus:—The 5th section is for the 
benefit of the person desiring a sale; but a part owner 
does not by asking fora sale put himself in such a posi- 
tion that, on the court saying, “‘ We will not give you a 
sale out and out, but will put the others on terms to buy 
your share at a valuation,” he is precluded from with- 
drawing his request for a sale, and consenting to a parti- 
tion. This is all that is decided in Williams v. 
Games, where, as appears from the report in the 
Weerkty Reporter, the bill stated that, “by reason 
of the nature of the property and of the number 
ef the parties interested and of other circum. 
stances,’ a sale would be more beneficial than a 
partition. In other words, the plaintiff in that suit tried 
to make out a case for a sale under the 3rd section, but 
being offered relief under the 5th thought it was not to 
his advantage to accept it. Our readers will see from 
what we have said that in no conceivable sense can 
Williams v. Games be held to have laid down the rule so 
unequivocaliy enunciated in Drinkwater v. Ratcliffe— 
namely, that every part owner has an absolute right to a 
sale unless some of the others can undertake, and do un- 
dertake, to buy him out. 
Since the above was in type, a report of the case of 
Drinkwater v. Ratcliffe has appeared in the Law Revorrts 
(L, R. 20 Eq. 528), The judgment in the Weexty Rz- 





PORTER was given from the shorthand writer's notes, anj 
corresponds with that in the later report, except in one 
particular, viz., that in the Law Reports the ju 
made to say that under the 5th section any party, with @ 
without reason, is entitled to ask fur a sale, instead 

in the Weexty Rerorrer, that any party is entitled ip, 
sale. This, standing alone, might seem an importay 
qualification of what, it is believed, were the words ac 
used in court; but any such inference is swept away by 
what follows in both reports, namely, an explicit stat. 
ment by the judge that as the persons asking for a ag, 
were entitled to less than a moiety, and the owner of the 
rest of the property was unable, through disability, f 
undertake to purchase, “therefore under the 5th sectig, 
the parties applying are entitled to a sale.” 








THE NEW PRACTICE. 


Summary.—The new rules of court agreed upon by the 
judges will be found printed in full and commental 
upon elsewhere, and we advise our readers, as so many 
of them consist of alterations in existing rules, at onc 
to note them up in their editions of the Acts. 

There has been some uncertainty as to the meaning of 
ord. 16, rr. 17—21, as to notice to a third party. An 
these provisions intended to enable one defendant to Ob- 
tain relief against another, or merely to bind the thin 
party conclusively by the decision in the case betwee 
the plaintiff and the original defendant? The doubt 
has now been cleared up by a decision of the Courtot 
Appeal. Lord Justice Mellish, in giving judgment, 
stated that the object of the rules relating to notice tos 
third party is merely to bind that third party. If the 
original defendant wants to get an indemnity from, a 
other relief against, the third party he must bring a 
action against him for that purpose. 

Mr. Justice Quain has intimated that he is disposed 
adopt the construction of section 25, sub-section 6, of 
the Judicature Act of 1873 suggested by Mr. Wilson 
(Judicature Acts, p. 157), and to allow interpleader, in 
cases falling within section 25, sub-section 6, after notio 
of conflicting claims, without waiting for an action tok 
brought. 

The judge at chambers has, on several recent occa- 
sions, expressed an opinion that the statement of claim or 
indorsement should give full particulars (see ante, p. 
102.) This week Mr. Justice Quain has stated his 
opinion that the reason for omitting provisions as 
particulars in the Judicature Acts was that it was pre 
sumed that they would never now be necessary. 

An application appears to have been made to the 
learned judge at chambers to stay an action under se 
tion 24, sub-section 5, of the Judicature Act, 1873, a 
the ground that the defendant expected that in cours 
of time he might have a counter-claim. This diverting 
application was unsuccessful. 


Tuz New Ruts or Covrr.—We print in another 
column the new rules of court and alterations of the eX 
isting rules agreed to at the recent meeting of the judges 
Rr. 2—6 relate to admiralty actions. The form of the — 
writ in an admiralty action in rem is assimilated to that 
of an ordinary writ, and provisions are made as to sf 
vice of the writ and the issue and service of a Wi 
for the arrest of property. Rule 10 provides that in 
admiralty action in rem any person who has duly inter 
vened and appeared may remove the action from & dis- 
trict registry, as of right, 
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By a rule added to ord. 36, it is provided that in future 
notice of trial in London or Middlesex shall cease to be 
4n force unless within six days after it is given the cause 
jsentered for trial. The party entering the action for 
trial must deliver two copies of the pleadings for the use 
of the judge instead of one, as hitherto under ord. 36, r. 
7. Another rule supplies a defect in ord. 23, and, where 
both parties wish to withdraw a case entered for trial, 
nables either of them to do so without the expense of 
the application to the judge which has hitherto been 
necessary for this purpose. The rule provides that 
either party may withdraw a cause which has been 
entered for trial upon producing to the proper officer a 
consent in writing signed by the parties. 

Omitting alterations of minor importance, we are glad 
to observe that in r. 16 definite provision is made for 
constituting a divisional court for the hearing of county 
court appeals. Before the Ist of January next each 
division is to select one of the judges of such division to 
act for a year, and aay two or more of such judges are 
to constitute a divisional court. 





AprEARANCE ELSEWHERE THAN WHERE THE WRIT Is 
Issvep.—In order to explain r. 7, of the new rules, 
it is necessary to mention a curious difficulty 
which has occurred with reference to the provisions of 
the rules on the subject of appearance elsewhere than 
where the writis issued. Ord. 12, r. 15, provides that if 
the defendant appears at any time after the time limited 
for appearance, he shall, on the same day, give notice 
thereof to the piaintiff's solicitor. Ord. 13, r. 5, enables 
the plaintiff suing for a debt or liquidated demand, on 
default of appearance, to enter final judgment after eight 
days. A plaintiff issues a writ in a district registry ; the 
defendant does not appear there within eight days after 
service. The plaintiff directs his London agent to search 
in London, on the opening of the offices, for an appear- 
ance. The agent searches at 11.5 a.m. and finds no 
appearance; he telegraphs to the country solicitor at 
once. The plaintiff signs judgment in the district 
registry the moment he receives the telegram, say at 
1145a.m. But in the meantime the defendant, at 11.20 
am., appears in London, and forthwith gives notice at 
the London address indorsed on the writ (see ord. 4, r. 1), 
such notice being received before judgment could be 
signed, but too late to stopit. Can this judgment be 
tet aside, and, if so, what would be done about the costs or 
as todamagesif execution had beenlevied? The,answer 
is very remarkable. Final judgment is authorized to 
be entered in the district registry only where the action 
“proceeds in the district registry” (ord. 35, r. 1). Now, 
when appearance is entered in London the action is to 
“proceed in London” (ord. 12, r. 5). Hence it would 
appear that in the above case, immediately on the ap- 
pearance in London—or at all events on notice of ap- 
pearance there—the action ceased to “proceed” in the 
om registry, and final judgment could not be entered 

ere, 

The new rule provides that, “where a defendant fails 
toappear to a writ issued out of a district registry and 
the defendant had the option of entering an appearance, 
tither in the district registry or in the London office, 
judgment for want of appearance shall not be entered by 
the plaintiff until after such time as a letter posted 
in London on the previous evening, in due time 
tor delivery to him on the following morning, ought, 
in due course of post, to have reached him.” This 
tule was, no dotibt, meant to meet some difficulty. 
Can it be the difficulty we have noticed above? If so, is 
it not time that judges should cease to protest against 
the bad drafting of Acts of Parliament? What was 
deeded was a rule to remove the difficulty caused by the 
fact that, as soon as appearance is entered and (where 
thedefendant is in delay) notice of appearance is given, the 
action proceeds 7 ‘pso facto from that moment in London, 
and, therefore, as we have above explained, must cease to 
Proceed in the country ; and that this may take place at 





a time when the plaintiff in the country, without know- 
ledge, or the possibility of knowing, that appearance has 
been entered, signs judgment in the country. One 
would have thought that a rule intended to meet 
this difficulty would have said that, where the 
defendant has once been in default, judgment signed 
in the-country subsequent to the default should be good, 
notwithstanding a previous entry of appearance and 
notice given in London, unless the plaintiff or his 
solicitor in the country has himself received notice of 
appearance. Or if it were thought necessary to make 
any provision for the sake of preserving the power which 
the defendant has of appearing the first thing on the 
ninth morning, the proviso might be added that, in 
cases where the defendant sued out of the district 
registry has a right to appear in London, judgment 
should not be signed until the tenth day. What does 
the rule, in fact, say ? 1t says that nobody shall on any 
day enter judgment in the country till the London 
post is in. Very good. The plaintiff cannot sign 
judgment on the ninth day till the London post 
is in. Neither can he sign judgment on the tenth, 
or any subsequent day, till that post is in. But what 
if, after the London post is in, he signs judgment, and, 
before he signs, appearance has been entered in London 
and notice duly given? Is there a word in the new rule 
to say that that judgment is to stand? ‘There is cer- 
tainly not a word to say so; and if it is so construed it 
can only be because the judges know but have failed to 
express what they meant. It appears that, if so con- 
strued, the rule will be an instance of a new mode of 
legislative drafting, which may be called the style of 
legislating by negation. 





Notice ro tHe Orricrat Sortcrror.—By r. 14 of the 
Chancery Funds (Amended) Orders, 1874,* it is provided 
that when a cause or matter has been inserted in the 
triennial list of funds not dealt with for fifteen years, 
and a petition is presented affecting such funds, if 
above the value of £500, notice shall be given to the 
official solicitor, who shall be at liberty to appear and 
attend thereon. The obvious intention of this order is 
that any claimant to the fund who, in consequence of 
the lapse of time, cannot be found, or who has not been 
served with notice of the application, may, as far as 
possible, receive the protection of the court in his absence. 
In fact the official solicitor is intended to represent 
absent suitors for whom the court is trustee. It was, 
however, urged before the Master of the Rolls, in a 
recent case of Hardy v. Oyston, that the official solicitor 
ought not to be represented. The court, it was said, 
is just as capable, without his instigation, of inquiring 
into the title as when he appears and asks for the 
petition to be referred to chambers. The Master of the 
Rolls, however, upheld the appearance of the official 
solicitor, not only because the rule requires it but on 
grounds of expediency. When a fund has lain dormant 
in court for fifteen years he thought the court could not 
be too strict in requiring the best proof of the title of 
claimants. The presence of an independent representa- 
tive of absentees affords a guarantee aguiust collusion. 


Distrincas on Stock.—We hear that doubts have been 
felt in some quarters as to the accuracy of the informa- 
tion given under this head in our last issue. We can 
only say that, upon further inquiry, we find that the 
form of affidavit referred to has beenactedon in very many 
instances, and would still be acted on in the Record and 
Writ Clerks’ Office. Where the precise sum of stock is 
not known, and time is important, the object of an 
intended restraint might be frustrated if, in such cases, 
the parties were compelled to seek and obtain precise 
information before issuing the writ. 





~* These orders will be found in 19 Sotictroxs’ JOURNAL at 
p. 161. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Nores oF Evyrpence.—In a cas of Leadley v. Sykes, 
heard by the Court of Appeal on Friday, December 3, it 
appeared that the defendant had been cross-examined before 
the Vice-Chancellor in court upon his affidavit, but that no 
shorthand writer’s notes of the cross-examination had been 
taken, owing to an impression that the costs of such notes 
would not be allowed on taxation. The court said that, 
inasmuch as, under the new procedure, evidence would, as 
a general rule, be taken vivd voce in court, it would be 
nezessary that a proper record of the evidence should be 
preserved for the use of the Court of Appeal. This remark 
would teem to show that for the future, either the judges of 
the High Court must take notes of the evidence adduced 
before them, according to the practice of the judges of the 
Common Law Division, or an officiel shorthand writer must 
be attached to each of the courts of first instance, in 
accordance with the practice of the London Court of 
Bankruptcy. And, indeed, order 58, rule 11, provides that 
evidence given orally in the court below shall, subject to 
avy special order, be brought before the Court of Appeal 
by the production of a copy of the judge’s notes, 
or such other materials as the court may deem expe- 
dient. It will be remembered that, in Er parte 
Gillebrand (23 W. R. 194, L. R. 10 Ch. 52), the Lord 
Chancellor and the Lords Justices refused to admit, without 
the consent of both parties, a shorthand writer’s notes of 
evidence taken ina county court in a case in which the 
judge's own notes were produced. 





Szrvine {Norice on Tuirp Party.—An application was 
made to the Court of Appeal, on Wednesday, December 8, 
in a case of Treleaven v. Bray, for leave to serve, under sec- 
tion 24, sub-section 3, of the Judicature Act, 1873, and ord. 
16, r. 18, a notice upon a person not a party to a suit. 
The suit of Treleaven v. Bray was instituted in the Court of 
Chancery in September, 1875, for the specific performance of 
a contract entered into in April, 1873, by the defendants 
for the sale of land to the plaintiff. The defendants 
were the equitable owners of the property, the legal 
estate being outstanding ina trustee, and by their answer, 
filed in November, 1875, they said that they were desirous 
of completing the contract, but that they had been pre- 
vented from do'ng so solely through the fault of their 
trustee, who refused to concur in conveying’ the property to 
the plaintiff. And they submitted that he ought to in- 
demnify them against the costs of the suit and all other 
expenses occasioned by his default, and that he ought to be 
made a party to the suit, or that the proceedings in the 
suit should be stayed to enable them to take independent 
proceedings against him. The defendants afterwards 
moved ex parte before the Master of the Rolls for leave 


to serve the trustee with a notice under the 
above-mentioned section and rule, and they also 
asked for leave to amend their enswer by add- 


ing a counter-claim, and to serve the trustee with 
the bill answer, and counter-claim under ord. 22, rr. 
5 and 8, The Master of the Rolls refused the application, 
on the ground that under the old practice the trustee 
would not have been a necessary party to the suit, and that 
the rules were not intended to introduce confusion. He 
also intimated an.opinion that the defend»nts’ proper course 
was to bring an action of their own against the trustes, Ths 
Court of Appeal (consisting of Lords Justices James and 
Mellish and Mr. Justice Blackburn) refused the latter 
portion of the application, but gave leave, subject to the 
consent of the plaintiff being first obtained, to serve the 
notice on the trustee. Lord Justice Mellish (who, it will 
be remembered, was one of the committee of judges ap- 
pointed to setile the rules) said that the meaning ot section 
24, sub-section 3, was very carefully considere1 by the judges, 
and they came to the conclusion that, though there was 
power to do +o, it would not be advisable to make any rule 
which would enable one defendant to obtain relief against 
another defendant. They thought it would be intolerable 
that the plaintiff, who might have a perfectly good case 
against the original defendant, should be kept waiting for 
his remedy while the defendants were fighting inter se. 
The object of the rules and the notice to a 
third party was imerely to bind the third party 


wanted to get an indemnity from, or other relief against, the 
third party he must bring an action against him for that 
ose. The order was accordingly made on the terms 
already mentioned, though, as Lord Justice Mellish oh. 
served, it was not very clear that, under the circumstances 
of the case, it could do much good to the defendants, ex 
that possibly, if the trustee had notice that he was to be 
made a party to an action in the Chancery Division, he 
might be terrified into submission. With regard to the 
other branch of the application, as Mr. Justice Blackbum 
tersely expressed it, there could not be a counter-claim by 
the defendants against a third party between whom and the 
plaintiff there was no relation whatever. 


—— 


ApprEaL ON DemurrerR.—On Wednesday, December 8, 
in a case of Fitzgerald v. Daw:on, the Court of Appeal 
were asked to allow an appeal to be set down from an 
order made in November, 1873, by a court of common law, 
overrnling the plaintifi’s demurrer to a plea of the defend. 
ant. The issues of fact had not yet been tried, and,’ 
according to the old practice at common law, till this had 
been done, error could not be brought from the judgment 
on the demurrer. According to the new practice, the time 
for bringing an appeal had expired. The court, having re- 
gard to the provisions of ord. 58, rr. 2 and 15, gave leave 
to enter the appeal from the judgment on the demurrer at 
once. 





DisrpENSinG witH Orrice Corres or A¥FIDAVITS.—On 
Thursday, December 9, in a case of Sickles v. Norris, the. 
Court of Appeal were asked to dispense with the provision 
of ord. 58, r. 11, with regard to evidence taken by affi- 
davit. ‘That rule provides that ‘“‘ when any question of 
fact is involved in an appeal, the evidence taken in the 
court below bearing on such question shall, subject to any 
special order, be brought before the Court of Appeal as 
follows :—(a) As to any evidence taken by affidavit, by 
the production of printed copies of such of the affidavits as 
have been printed, and office copies of such of them as 
have not been printed.” In Sickles v. Norris, the appeab 
was from an order of the Common Pleas Division which 
(inter alia) rescinded an order which had been recently 
made in chambers for the issuing of a commission to take- 
evidence abroad. The affidavits were very voluminons, 
and they bad not been printed. Moreover, the trial of the 
action was fixed for an early day, but of course, if the order 
for the commission could be restored, the parties intended 
to apply to have the trial postponed, Under these circam- 
stances the conrt ordered that, instead of office copies of 
the affidavits being made, the officer who had the custody 
of the original affidavits should attend with them ia court 
on the hearing of the appeal. It was also ordered that 
the hearing of the appeal should be advanced. 





Weir or Arracament.—An ex parte application was 
made to the Master of the Kolls on Saturday, December 4, 
for leave to issue a writ of attachment against a solicitor. 
The applicant had obtained an order against the solicitor 
for payment of a balance found due to her from him on the 
taxation of his bill of costs, and default in obeying the 
order had been made prior to the commencement of the 
Jndicature Acts. Under ord. 44, r. 2, leave to issne a writ 
of attachment will only be granted on an application 
the court, of which notice has been given to the party 
against whom the writ is to issue. But, in a case of 
Garling v. Royds (24 W. R. 23), Vice-Chancellor Hall con- 
sidered this rule inapplicable where the suit or matter was 
pending at the time of the commencement of the Act, and 
allowed the writ to issne under the old practice, under 
which the application for it might be made ex parte. 
Master of the Rolls, however, distinguished between that 
case and the one before him, as the Jatter was not pending 
at the time of the commencement of the Act within the 
terms of section 22 of the Judicature Act, 1875, 80 98% 
enable him to apply the new practice or not at his disor 
tion, but was a matter in which an order had been dulf 
perfected prior to the commencement of the Act, 
which section 22 accordingly jrequired to be eafo 
according the new practice, 
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Srcunep CrepiTors 1n Winvine Ur.—An attempt was 
made on Saturday, December 4, before the Master of the 
Rolls, in the case of The Caermarthen Anthracite Coal and 
Tron Company, to _prevent the appearance of secured credi- 
tors on the hearing of winding-up petitions. It was said 
that as they are now, ander the Judicature Act, 1875, s. 10, 
ina similar position to secured creditors in bankruptcy, 
have no rights as general creditors against the com- 
pany until they have elected between their rights under 
their securities and their rights against the general assets ; 
and that consequently they are not entitled to their costs 
of appearing on the hearing of the petition, unless they 
are to be considered as then put to their election. But 
his lordship overruled the objection, being of opinion that 
the duty of electing does not arise until the time comes 
for proving debts. 


VorTHER CONSIDERATIONS.—Lhe Master of the Rolls has 
taken advantage of the transitional state of practice to in- 
troduce a slight change with reference to hearings upon 
further consideration. It has hitherto been customary on a 
cause coming on for further consideration, and further ac- 
counts or inquiries being directed, again to adjourn the fur- 
ther consideration. But on the further consideration of a 
case of Gilbert v. Russell, his lordship, instead of adopting 
this course, gave general liberty toapply in chambers when 
the certificate was made. 


—— 


Examination oF Witnesses oN Motion Day.—On Thurs- 
day, December 2, in a case of Crawford v. The Hornsea 
Steam Brick and Tile Works (Limited), Nalder moved before 
Vice-Chancellor Malins, on behalf of the defendants, that 
six of the plaintiffs’ witnesses should attend for cross-ex- 
amination on the following Thursday, the day appointed 
for hearing an application for an injunction ; on the 6th 
inst., a counter-application was made, on behalf of the 
plaintiffs, that seven of the defendants’ witnesses should 
also attend for cross-examination. The Vice-Chancellor 
made the order asked for on both occasions. On the 
motion coming on, both parties agreed to take it as motion 
for judgment, whereupon the Vice-Chancellor objected to 
hear the motion, observing that it would be impossible to 
try out the case on motion day as there were witnesses to 
be cross-examined in court. Pearson, Q.C., hcwever, 
pointed out that in the present state of business in the 
majority of interlocutory proceedings advantage would be 


tion, and it would be a »ductio ad absurdum to deprive 
suitors of their rights because of the time which would be 
cccupied in trying their causes. After some further dis- 
cussion Glassé, Q.C. (Solomon and Hatfield Green with 
him), opened the motion, and the cross-examination was 
proceeded with, 
ee 

DerenDants ovr or THe Jurtspiction.—In the case of 
Young v. Brassey referred to last week (an'e, p. 91), and 
reported in the Weekiy Reporter of to-day, Vice-Chan- 
cellor Hall, on Tuesday, December 6, upon the application 
ofthe plaintiff in the intended action, directed that the 
order giving leave to issue the writ should include leave to 
serve notice of motion for injunction, and to serve inter- 
togatories upon the defendant out of the jurisdiction. 








Errata.—Owing to the miscarriage of a proof some 
errors occarred on p. 100 of our last week's issue. 
“Walker vy. Middlethwuite” should be Walker v. Michie. 
waite, 1 D. & Sm. 49, and ‘‘ EB. Assam Co.” should be 
“The Assam Co.” We may add that in a previous issue, 
at p, 25, ina note of King v. Corke, instead of “ costs of 
the day ” it should be read “all the costs of the hearing.” 

Mr. Frederick Prideaux writes to the Times :—* It having 

announced in the public papers that the Council of 
Education have appointed new professors for the 
coming year, I shall be obliged by your allowing me to state 
Itendered my resignation of the office of Professor of 
and Personal Property more than nine months since, 

& desirous of conducting my conveyancing practice 
forward entirely in the country, and that I have only 

ned to perform the duties of that office up to the pre- 


REMEDY OF THE SHAREHOLDER UNDER 
SECTION 38 OF THE COMPANIES ACT, 1867. 


Scion 38 of the Companies Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vict. c. 
131), provides that “‘ every prospectus of a company, and 
every notice inviting persons to subscribe for shares in 
any joint stock company shall specify the dates and the 
names of the parties to any contract entered into by the 
company, or the promoters, directors, or trustees thereof, 
before the issue of such prospectus or notice, whether 
subject to adoption by the directors or the company, or 
otherwise ; and any prospectus or notice not specifying 
the same shall be deemed fraudulent on the part of the 
promoters, directors, and officers of the company 
knowingly issuing the same, as regards any person 
taking shares in the company on the faith of such pro- 
spectus, unless he shall have had notice of such contract.” 
In Gover’s case, heard by the Court of Appeal on Wed- 
nesday, December 1 (reported in the court below, 23 
W. R. 608, L. R. 20 Eq. 114), two questions were argued 
as to the meaning of this section—first, whether it in- 
cludes a contract entered into by a promoter, director, or 
trustee of the company before he filled either of those 
characters, such contract having in the result conferred 
a benefit or imposed a liability on the compauy, or 
whether it is confined to a contract entered into by the 
promoter, director, or trustee after he had assumed one 
of those characters; secondly, whether the result of the 
prospectus which omits to specify the contract being 
deemed fraudulent is simply this, that the deceived share- 
holder has a personal right of action in respect of the 
fraud against those who have issued the prospectus, 
or whether he is by reason of the fraud entitled as 
against the company to have his name removed 
from the register of shareholders of the company. 
Both these questions were answered by Vice-Chan- 
cellor Bacon in the negative, and Lord Justice 
James concurred in this view. As to the first question, 
the Lord Justice thought that when, in the case before 
the court, the person who subsequently became a pro- 
moter entered into the contract, he was simply an ordinary 
vendor who was entitled to get the best price he could 
for his property, and was under no obligation to disclose 
what price he had himself given for it. As to the second 
point, he thought that even if the contract came within 
section 38, yet, inasmuch as the section did not declare 
it to be fraudulent simpliciter, bat only fraudulent on 
the part of the persons mentioned, it must have been in- 
tended to give merely apersonalremedy against the wrong- 
doer. Upon this latter point Lord Justice Mellish concurred, 
but on the first point he was disposed to think that the 
contract was within section38. Mr. Baron Bramwell agreed 
with Lord Justice James on both points. Mr. Justice 
Brett differed from Lord Justice James on both points. 
He thought that section 38 was intended to compel the 
statement in the prospectus of every fact which would 
influence a reasonable appiicant for shares in determining 
whether he should or should not place confidence in the 
representations of the persons who were inviting him to 
become a shareholder. Now, in the case before the court, 
such an applicant would, he thought, have been 
materially influenced in his determination if he had 
known the terms of the original contract. As to 
the other point, he was of opinion that, inasmuch as the 
section contained no mention of any remedy, there was 
no reason why it should be construed as giving the de- 
ceived shareholder one kind of remedy rather than 
another, but that the intention was to give him, ina 
state of circumstances under which, before the Act was 
passed, he would have had no remedy at all, all such reme- 
dies as he would then have been entitled toif he had been 
induced to become a shareholder by means of fraudulent 
misrepresentations contained ina prospectus—oneof these 
remedies being the right, if he came in time, to have 


his name removed from the register of shareholders. 


The short result of the case seems to be this:—The 
point before the court was, Ought the shareholder to be 





Mat time at the special request of the Council.” 


removed from the register? The overwhelming balance 
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of authority replied, ‘No, for the 38th section gives 
only a personal remedy against the individual promoter, 
director, or officer; the question, therefore, whether the 
contract was of the nature aimed at in the section is 
immaterial.” This is all that the case decides; and, 
strictly speaking, the elaborate discussion as to the nature 
of the contract, both in the Court of Appeal and in the 
court below, was unnecessary. That discussion, to our 
minds, leaves the point a doubtful one; and it will not 
be safe to hazard an opinion on it until it has been 
argued and decided in an action for damages against a 
promoter, director, or officer. 








THE JUDICIAL STATISTICS, 1874. 
x, 

Tue numbers of the police and constabulary force for 
the whole of England and Wales in 1874 show a 
slight increase upon those of the year ending the 29th 
of September, 1873. Last year the total number 
was 28,870, consisting of 4 commissioners and as- 
sistant-commissioners, 4 district and inspecting super- 
superintendents, 56 chief constables of counties, 166 
head constables of boroughs, 510 superintendents, 945 
inspectors, 2,915 sergeants, 23,379 constables, 434 addi- 
tional constables, and 457 detective officers. The prin- 
cipal difference in the constitution of the force consists 
in the appointment during the year of 5 more superin- 
tendents, 14 more inspectors, 54 more sergeants, 11 more 
additional constables, and 5 more detective officers, and 
the increase of the number of constables by 231 men. 
The total force gives 1 for every 786 of the population as 
estimated by the census of 1571, or 1 for every 819 of 
the estimated population in the middle of 1874. In 1873, 
according to the census the proportion was 1 for every 
795. Since 1864 the increase of the force amounts to 
6,021, or 26°3 per cent. The cost of the police and con- 
stabulary force in 1874 was £2,698,412, showing a net 
increase of £130,921 as compared with the amount dis- 
bursed in 1873. The salaries and pay were £2,090,594, 
showing an increase of £110,448; but in the total costs 
are included the expenses of the additional constables, 
which, as they are repaid to the authorities by the par- 
ties who employ the constables, do not fall on the coun- 
ties or boroughs. Each man cost on the average 
£93 9s. 4d. as against £89 18s. 7d. in 1873, and out of 
the total cost of the force £809,492 was contributed 
from the public revenue, the remainder being provided 
from local sources. 

The returns of the number of depredators, offenders, 
and suspected persons at large, so far as known to the 
police, are compiled upor the rule that persons known to 
have lived honestly for one year at Icast subsequent to 
their discharge after conviction shall not be included. 
The total of the criminal classes and of those suspected 
in 1873 was 45,201, while in 1874 it had fallen to 43,555, 
being a decrease of 1,616, or 3°4 per cent. In the metro- 
politan police district the decrease amounted to 314, or 
9°0 per cent; but in the seats of the cotton manufacture 
there was an increase of 408, or 24°3 per cent.; and in 
the towns devoted to the woollen industries an increase 
of 77, or 6°1 per cent., upon the returns for the previous 
year. 

In addition to the criminals at large, there were in 
local prisons (exclusive of debtors and naval and military 
prisoners) 18,438 persons, in convict prisons 9,690, and 
in reformatories 4,556, making a grand total of 76,219 
as the number of criminals in the country. This number 
is 312 less than in 1873. 

Under the Contagious Diseases Act, brothels situated 
in that portion of the metropolitan police district com- 
prising the parishes of Woolwich, Plumstead, Charlton, 
St. Paul's and St. Nicholas, Deptford, aud St. Alphage, 
Greenwich, and the hamlet of Hatcham, and the principal 
military stations, now come under the supervision of the 
police, and are yearly enumerated in the parliamentary 
returns. The total number of houses of bad character 


in these districts in’1874 was 4,714, as against 5,064 jp 
the previous year, and 8,763 in 1864. 

The number of indictable offences committed in 1874 
was 47,824, being an increase on the number for 1873 of 
2,610, or 5°7 per cent. In respect of these offences 
22,331 persons were apprehended, a smaller number thay 
those apprehended in the previous year by 46. The 
apprehensions in 1874 were in the proportion of 46% 
per cent. to the number of crimes committed, agains 
49°4 per cent. for the preceding year. 

The persons apprehended, when brought before the 
magistrates, were disposed of as follows :— 

Discharged for want of evidence . . 

a for want of prosecution . . 

‘> on bail for further appear- 
anceifrequired . . 
Bailed to appear fortrial . .. . 
Committed for want of sureties . . 
Committed fortrial . . .... 


5,324 
1,432 


OUR 50 acap 
Thus it appears that out of the number apprehended 
30°4 per cent. were discharged by the magistrates, and 
that only about one in three crimes known to have been 
committed is punished. 

The principal offences enumerated as having been 
committed in 1874 are as follows:—Murders 151, at 
tempts to murder 60, shooting at, wounding, stabbing, 
&c., 773, manslaughter 249, burglary 2,064, house 
breaking 1,191, robbery and attempts with violence 56], 
and larcenies, &c., 33,867. Upon the numbers for the 
previous year the murders show an increase of 28, the 
attempts to murder of 4, cases of wounding of 132, man. 
slaughter of 3, and cases of robbery with violence of 63, 
while housebreaking cases have decreased by 220. The 
increase in the number of larcenies, &c., was 1,901. 

It appears that during the year 622,174 persons wer 
summarily proceeded against before the magistrates, and 
that of these 486,786 were convicted, while 135,333 were 
discharged. As we have before noticed, 15,474 persons were 
convicted for indictable offences, and these, added to the 
above figures, give 502,260 as the total number of con 
victions during the year. This shows an increase of 
30,081, cr 6°5 per cent., upon the convictions in 1873. 
The proportion of males to the whole number of thow 
proceeded against in 1874, was 80°5, and the proportion 
of males convicted was 79'8 per cent. 

Among the penalties inflicted in respect of thew 
486,786 summary convictions, we find that 51,183 per 
sons were imprisoned for periods above fourteen days in 
duration, and 38,810 for fourteen days and under, 3,34 
were sent to reformatories and industrial schools, 
336,738 were fined, and 1,146 were whipped. No fewer 
than 2,736 persons were delivered up to the army and 
navy, and 33,785 were otherwise punished. The 
whippings show an increase of 81 upon the returns for 
the previous year, and the imprisonments for periods of 
more than six months an increase of 31. 

Among the entire number of persons apprehended for 
indictable offences, and of those summarily pro 
against, 17,383 were, it appears, known. thieves, and 
291,913 were persons of previous good character, whilt 
the character of 208,962 was unknown. The number of 
known thieves at large was 9,764, of whom 1,826 were 
be found in the metropoiitan district. 

In the year 1874, the number of appeals to quartet 
sessions from the decisions of justices was 107, tht 
number being 6 less than in 1873, 3 more than i 
1872, and the same as in 1871. In 53 of tt 
cases in 1874 the convictions were affirmed, and im tit 
remainder quashed. There was, therefore, 1 appeal i 
every 8,641 cases, and 1 reversal of the judgmeutf 
every 17,282 convictions. 

Besides the appeals to quarter sessions there were § 
appeals removed into the Court of Queen’s Bench unde 
the 12 & 13 Vict. c. 45; in 3 of these cases ju 





was given for the respondent, and in 5 for the app 
In 1874 there were 52 cases stated for the opinion of 
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rior courts, of which 47 were removed into the Court 
of Queen’s Bench. There were 35 cases of this descrip- 
tio argued in the Court of Queen’s Bench; in 11 cases 
judgment was given for the appellant and in 22 cases 
forthe respondent. There were 3 cases in the Court of 
Common Pleas, and 2 in the Court of Exchequer. 

The coroners’ returns show the number of inquests 
held during the year to have been 27,184, being 757 
more than in 1873. In 1874 verdicts of murder were 
returned in respect of 223 cases, being the same number 
as in the previous year, and inquests were held on 7,554 
infants of seven years old and under, and upon 1,750 
children between the ages of seven and sixteen. Cf the 
infants seven years old and under 17°4 per cent. are de- 
scribed as illegitimate. The expense of holding inquests 
amounted to £82,533 15s. ld. as against £82,543 5s. 1d. 
in 1873, when the average cost for each inquest was 
£3 2s, Sd. 





Recent Becisions. 
FELONY OF CARRIERS SERVANT. 
(M‘Queen v. Great Western Railway Company, Q.B., 23 
W. k. 698; Drayson v. Horne, Q.P., 23 W. R. 793). 
In Vaughton v. London and North-Western Railway 
Co. (22 W. R.336,L. R. 9 Ex. 93) itwas held (and we think 
rightly, though in opposition to some earlier dicta) that, 
in order to bring a case within the exception of the Car- 
riers Act, which makes the carrier liable in respect of 
goods which ought to have been declared, but were not, in 
the event of the loss happening through the felony of the 
carrier's servants, it was not necessary to give evidence 
which would suffice to convict any particular servant; it 
was enough if it was shown with reasonable certainty 
that the felony causing the loss must have been com- 
some servant of the carrier. That decision is not dis- 
mitted by sented from in M‘Queen v. Great Western 
Railway Company, but the expressions used in it are 
limited. There was here no evidence to connect any 
servant of the company with the robbery which had evi- 
dently been committed, except that they had (as must 
invariably happen) greater facilities for access to the 
goods than any one else, and it was held that this was 
not sufficient to bring the case within the exception. 
This seems clear, and the rule laid down by Cockburn, 
CJ., is that “if there is a prima facie case of felony 
made out, and the party against whom [1.e., against 
whose servants] the primd facie case is made has it in his 
power to adduce evidence to rebut the primd facie case, 
and omits to do so, the absence of such evidence is a 
matter for the consideration of the jury and may be ac- 
counted for by the fact that the defendant could not 
disprove the felony.’ This is e more accurate estimate 
of the effect of such negative evidence than the very 
a stress laid upon it by some of the dicta in 
aughton’s case, but.it still “ presupposes that a primd 
facie case of felony has been made out.” The question 
must be one of degree; and while the extreme rigour of 
’ some of the earlier dicta on the subject must be limited, 
itis plain that no such loose evidence as was here ten- 
dered could ever be allowed to go to the jury. 
Drayson v. Horne deals with the same exception, but 
under a different aspect. The defendants had posted in 
ir office a notice purporting to be in pursuance of the 
Act, giving the increased charges for the various articles 
specified in section 1, and adding a declaration that, except 
for articles declared and paid for, they would not be liable, 
omitting, however, the exception of felony by their ser- 
Yants contained in section 8. Being sued for a loss 
caused by the felony of their servants, they sought to 
tonstrue this into a special contract excluding the opera. 
tion of the Act, merely on the ground that the plaintiff 
seen the notice. ‘This was simply a trap, for obviously 
the plaintiff would consider such a notice to be what it 
Purported to be, viz., a notice under the Act, and so the 
Court held, 








Rebhiews. 
THE COUNTY COURT RULES. 


An Inpex To THE ConsoLmpaTED County Court OrpErs, 
Rutzs, aNp Forms, 1875. By H. Auan Scort, Esq., 
Barrister-at-Law. Waterlow & Son. 

Inpex To THE ConsotipaTEeD County Court Orpers, 
Rutes, Forms, &c., 1875. By Cuartes Pirt-Taytor, 
Registrar of the Greenwich and Woolwich County 
Courts. Maxwell & Son. 


Mr. Scott’s index seems to us to be well arranged, and 
the result of the tests we have applied has been to show 
that it is accurate. He gives a reference both to the 
order and rule, and to the page; and wisely, as we think, 
places the forms under a distinct heading. Of Mr. Pitt- 
Taylor’s index we cannot speak so favourably. It seems 
to us to bear traces of having been rather hastily com- 
piled. Tuke, for instance, the heading “ appeal ;” there 
are no sub-headings “appeal by motion,” “appeal by 
special case,” and, with the exception of references to 
three forms, the only sub-heading is “ notice of, not 
a stay of execution.” 


THE LAW MAGAZINE. 


Tue Law Macazinz anv Review, November, 1875: 
Stevens & Haynes. 


We are glad to see that this periodical has taken a 
fresh start. A legal quarterly review is certainly needed, 
and we wish the new venture every success. The first 
article on“ The Working of the Judicature Acts ’’ isarather 
ambitious criticism of the Acts. It strikes us as being 
scarcely fairin the chief point the writer makes against 
the Acts. He alleges that, after the courts have 
been consolidated, they have been quietly taken 
to pieces again; founding this assertion on  sec- 
tion 31, which divides the High Court into five 
divisions “ for the more convenient despatch of business.” 
“The consolidation of the courts,”’ he asserts, “ is an utter 
delusion.”” Does the writer remember that by section 
11, sub-s. 2, of the Act of this year the court is enabled, 
if it thinks proper, to retain any action which, according 
to section 34 of the Act of 1873, ought not to have been 
assigned to it? But, independently of this, it would 
surely be unreasonable, with our present judges and 
practitioners, to expect that at once all courts could 
transact with efficiency all legal business. There must be 
a transition period, and full power is given to alter the 
divisions and the assignment of business. 

Our space will not allow us to go into details with 
reference to the cther nine articles in the present num- 
ber, but we must not omit to notice a new feature, and 
one that strikes us as being useful, though, perhaps, 
hardly in keeping with the general scope and character of 
the publication, “* a quarterly digest of all reported cases 
in the Law Reports, Law Jovrnat, Law Tres, 
and WEEKLY Reporter,” forthe three months preceding 
each quarterly issue. This digest, which is by Mr. L. 
G. Gordon Robbins, of the chancery bar, is, on the whole, 
well and accurately done, although, in one or two 
instances, we have observed that, apparently in conse- 
quence of aiming at great conciseness, the real point of 
he case is slurred over or even omitted: see, for instance, 
he digest of te Barker's Estate (23 W. R. 944), under 
he head of “ Notice," where the statement, though 
sufficient for an index, is very unsufficient for the purpose 
of a digest. The cases, too, are not always arranged 
under the most suitable headings: see, for example, 
the first two chancery cases under the heading of “Ad- 
vancement,” which would have been more appropriately 
placed under a heading of “ Resulting Trust.” And why 
should there be seven digests, one for the House of Lords, 
one for the Privy Council, and so on? But leaving these 
defects on one side, we are bound to say that on the 
whole Mr, Robbins has done his work well; he has not 
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merely cut out and strung together the head-notes of 
the various reports, but has evidently read and unde:- 
stood the cases themselves. On one point, however, 
the readers of this digest must be carefully guarded, and 
that is, not to assame that any case, in respect of which 
reference is given only to one, two, or three out of the 
four sets of reports digested, is not in the others 
or other of them. The fact is that the author 
has just taken the various reports issued dur- 
ing the preceding quarter and digested them, quite 
regardless of the fact that many cf them are 
old cases reported long ago in some one or more of the 
reports; and he has in no instance given any reference 
to any report published before August last. One of the 
consequences of this mode of treatment is, that the more 
rapid any series of reports has been the less favourable 
is the appearance it makes in the digest. Thus we find, 
out of the 136 chancery cases digested, there are no less 
than seventy-two which have been reported in the 
Weerxty Reporter, although no references are given to 
that publication, the only reason being that all the 
seventy-two were reported in the Weexty Reporter be- 
fore August. Still more misleading in this respect are 
the digests of the fourteen probate and divorce cases, 
none of which appear to have been reported in the 
Werk.ty Reporter, although in fact ten of them were 
so reported, one, indeed, viz., Hope v. Hope and Erdody, 
as early as December 19, 1874 (23 W. R. 110). We 
have called attention to this matter not only because, on 
the face of the new digest, the least expeditious reports 
seem to bear away the palm from their more energetic 
contemporaries, but also in order to prevent those who 
may hastily refer to it from thinking it necessary to 
consult, at some inconvenience, reports which they may 
not take in, while all the time the cases they want may 
be found in the back numbers of their own sets of re- 
ports. 


DIARIES AND ANNUALS. 


Tue Lawyer's Companion ror 1876, &c. Edited by Jonn 
Tuompson, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. Thirtieth Annual 
Issue. Stevens & Sons; Shaw & Sons. 


The extensive revision rendered necessary in this con- 
venient volume by the Judicature Acts seems to have 
been carefully done. An outline of the Acts is given, and 
« time-table for actions in the High Court is added. The 
rest of the contents we need hardly enumerate. They 
include an excellent diary—two days to a page—a law 
list, and all the information which a lawyer could desire 
to find in a publication of this kiud. ‘The least satisfac- 
tory part appears to be the notes of recent cases on costs 
and solicitors. These are very incompleteif intended 
as a digest of all the recent decisions on these subjects, 
and they are imperfect even as notes of all the leading 
recent cases. We are at a loss to understand why the 
compiler omits from his summary the Law Reports and 
the Werxty Rerorrrer. We have observed one refer- 
ence only to the former and none to the latter. The 
result must be that to a great number of his readers the 
references he gives will be useless, and cases reported ex- 
clusively in the omitted publications are, of course, want- 
ing in the “ notes.” This is a blemish which it may be 
hoped will be corrected in subsequent issues. The 
volume as a whole is really almost indispensable to soli- 
citors. 


Partridge & Cooper's “ Handy-Book and Pocket Diary 
for 1876.” 
Partridge & Cooper's “ Annual Diary for 1876.” 


Partridge & Cooper’s “ Universal Diary for 1876.” 
Partridge & Cooper's “ Diary and Call-Book for 1876. 
No. 16.” 
Partridge 
1876.” 
Partridge & Cooper's “ Volio Scribbling Diary for 1876.” 


& Cooper's “Octavo Scribbling Diary for 





These are all extremely cheap and convenient book, 


containing the usual almanac information, and print | 


on paper well adapted for rapid writing. The “H, 
book” contains at the heads of the pages usefub“ noty 
of the week.” 








THE DANGERS OF COMPOSITIONS, 


In commenting on the case of Ex parte Jones (23 W. R 
886—seo 19 Sonicirors’ JournaL, 750, 790), we adverted ty 
the risk which creditors incur, in accepting a compositiog 
from their debtor, of losing their debts altogether, anj 
we ventured to suggest that the safest course for them 
would be ‘* to decline the offer of the composition unleg 
its payment is secured, either by an assignment of prop. 
erty, or by the guarantee of a responsidle surety.” Og 
readers will no doubt remember that in Ex parte Jones it wag 
beld that an execution creditor, who has lodged his writof 
fi. fa. with the sheriff at any time before the first meeting 
of the creditors under the debtor's liquidation petition, ig, 
if the meeting resultsin an agreement by the creditors 
accept & composition from the debtor, at liberty after the 
registration of the resolutions to enforce his execution 
against the debtor’s goods just as if a petition had never 
been filed. The ground of the decision was that the 
effect of composition resolutions is to leave the debtor com, 
plete master of his estate, which, in his hands, remaing, 
after the passing of the resolutions, subject to all the lig. 
bilities to which it was previously subject. This cardinal 
distinction between bankruptcy and liquidation on the one 
hand, and composition on the other, has been pointed 
out in several recent cases, but in none was it more for 
cibly presented than in Ez parte Jones. Lord Justig 
Mellish did, indeed, intimate an opinion that, if the cred. 
itors had been induced to agree to the composition by means 
of a represertation made by the debtor of the amount of 
his assets, which representation could not be made 

on account of the right acquired after the filing of th 
petition by an execution creditor to sweep those assets 
away, this might afford a reason why the court should, under 
the last clause of section 126 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, 
adjudicate the debtor a bankrupt, on the ground that the 
composition could not proceed without injustice to the 
creditors. And, if such an adjudication were made, the 
title of the trusteeappointed under it would relate back to the 
filing of the petition, and in this way any right acquired 
by an execution creditor after that date would be defeated, 
It would seem that in expressing this opinion the Lon 
Justice must have been contemplating some representation 
by the debtor of the amount of his assets distinct from that 
which would necessarily be contained in the statement of 
his affairs produced to the meetings of the creditors. 

There can, we think, be no doubt that in practice crediton, 
when they agree to accept a composition, are actuated by 4 
consideration of the amount of the debtor's assets. 'Their view 
is probably this:—The debtor’s statement shows that his 
assets are sufficient to pay a composition (e.g.) of ten shil- 
lings in the pound, If tho estate is administered in bank 
ruptcy or liquidation it is not probable, after all the ne 
cessary costs have been paid, that we shall receive more than 
five shillings inthe pound on our debts. If, however, we 
allow the debtor himself to realize the assets gradually, 
the fund available to pay us will in all probabili 
be much larger, and therefore we shall be doing better for 
ourselves if we accept his engagement to pay us a compote 
tion of 7s. 6d. in the pound by instalments, sp 
over some months or years, than if we insist upon the 
ization of the assets in bankruptcy or liquidation. It will 
be admitted, we think, that the creditors are actuated 
some such considerations as these, and that they do in pra 
tice rely on the debtor's assets as the fund which is to pay 


the composition asit becomes due. And if they also isi 


upon having the composition, or someof the instalments d 
it, secured by the guarantee of a surety, their notion # 
that by so doing they wiil, in addition to the debtor’ s asset, 
gain the security of an independent liability by means 
which, in the event of the debtor's assets proving to bed 
—_ aod than was supposed, the deficiency may be sap 
plied. 

A decision, however, of the Chief Judge, on Monday, th 
22nd ult., in Ex parte Robinson) shows that this sup 
additional security may in some cases prove to be Ii 
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than a mockery. The facts of that case were these :— 

Jn January, 1874, a debtor filed a liquidation petition. 
His statement of affairs produced to the first meeting of his 
gmditors showed that his assets were sufficient to pay 8s. 8d. 
in the pound on the amount of his debts. The creditors 
to accept his offer of a composition of 7s. 6d. in the 

nd, to be paid by three instalments, at three, six, and 
nine months respectively after the date of the filing of the 
ition, the payment of the third instalment being secured 
the guarantee of a surety. The surety had, in fact, 
consented to give his guarantee only upon the condition 
that the debtor should deposit with him goods of a value 
ficient to indemnify him agtinst any liability which he 
might incur under his guarantee, and this the debtor had 
agreed todo, But this arrangement was not communicated 
to the creditors, and they were entirely ignorant of it when 
they passed the composition resolutions. The goods agread 
apon were afterwards deposited by the debtor with the 
surety, the latter accepting bills drawn on him by the 
former for the amount of the third instalment of the com- 
ition. The first instalment was duly paid by the debtor, 

t he made default in paying the second, and he thereupon 
atonce filed a second liquidation petition. He had no 
editors except the old creditors, to whom the second and 
third instalments of the composition remained due. Under 
this petition the creditors met, and resolved on a 
liquidation by arrangement, and appointed a trustee. The 
third instalment of the composition was afterwards paid 
by the surety when it fell due. On the application 
ofthe trastee under the second petition, the jadge of the 
leeds Connty Court (Mr. Daniel, Q.C.) ordered the surety 
todeliver up the goois which had been deposited with him, 
.on the ground that they formed part of the debtor’s e state 
His honour held that tke secret arrangement with the 
grety amounted to a fraud upon the agreement for com- 
position. “ By filing,” his honour said, ‘his first petition 
for liquidation, the debtor had placed all his property at 
the disposal of his creditors, and they had a right to con- 
sider all that property as assets which the debtor would 
ase and make available as the means of paying the entire 
compositior. Tho guarantee of the surety for the last 
instalment was, from the nature of the transaction, a se- 
eurity in addition to the security afforded by the retention 
and use by the debtor of his existing property. It was not 
asecurity to be substituted for a part of the debtor's 
property without the creditors’ consent. . . . All such 
arrangements are, in my opinion, void, unless fully com- 
municated to the creditors, and freely assented to 
by those who may attend the meetings, in per- 
son or by proxy, and approved of by the court 
under the 28th section of the Act, so to bind dissentient 
or absent .creditors.” This decision, thus forcibly 
expressed, was, without any hesitation reversed, by the Chief 
Judge in equally forcible language. It was fully admitted 
in the argument in support of the decision of the learned 
judge of the county court (whose decisions have, we 

lieve, never before been reversed by the Chief Judge), 
that the effect of the composition resolutions is to leave the 
debtor in complete possession of his property, subject to all 
the incambranees which affected it before the resolutions 
‘were passed. But it was strongly urged that this principle 
could not extend to permit the debtor to create a new in- 
cumbrance upon his property simultaneously with the 
passing of the resolutions ; that, in truth, though the debtor 
ismaster of his property after the resolutions sre passed, he 
isnot master of ft while the matter is still pending, and that 
consequently he is incapable of entering into any agreement, 
between the filing of the petition and tho passing of the 
resolution, which may have the effect of diminishing the 
amount of those assets to which the creditors are entitled to 
look as the fund for the payment of the composition. 

The Chief Judge, however, did not accede to this argu- 
ment. He based his decision on the broad principle that 
the acceptance of the composition by the creditors left the 
debtor a freo man, capable of exercising all the ordinary 
Tights of ownership on his property, the creditors having 
Wluotarily relinquished all the rights which the law 
would have given them under a bankruptey or a 
Aiquidation, subject to this, of course, that if the 

r failed to carry out his engagements, the Court of 
Bankruptcy had power, under section 126, to enforce the 
Provisions of the composition. As, therefore, the debtor 
Ws in the position of an ordinary owner of property, 





he had a perfect right to buy back from the surety 
the liability which the former had incurred, and 
the creditors had no right t> complain of hisso doing, 
inasmuch as they had received from the surety the very thing 
which he had bargained to give them. There was no reason 
why the arrangement with the surety should have been dis- 
closed to the creditors, for it did not in any way alter their 
position. They had got the full value of the goods in 
question from the surety, and they conld not be entitled to 
receive that value a second time. Whether this decision 
be sustained or not by the Court of Appeal (to which, we 
believe, the case is likely to be carried), one thing we 
think is plain, that for the future creditors, if they 
are well advised, will not assent to a composition, 
except on the terms either that the whole of it is secured 
by the guarantee of a responsible surety or sureties, or, 
what is still better, that its payment is secured by an 
assignment of the whole of the debtor's assets to a trustee 
on behalf of the crediturs. Rule 281 of the Bankruptcy 
Rules of 1870 contemplates the making of an arrangement 
of the latter kind. In any view of the matter it is of great 
importance that creditors should appreciate the dangers to 
which they are exposed when they listen to their debtors’ 

proposals of a composition, and for this reason we have 

thought it desirable to call attention to the decision in £s 
parte Robinson. 








Nates. 


Tae Cuter Jupce tn Bankuvurtcy, on Thursday, Decem- 
ber 2. in Ee parte Hale, heid that where a trustee under a 
liquidation continues in possession of premises of which the 
debtor was tenant, not having disclaimed the lease, the 
landlord has a right, without obtaining any leave from the 
court, to distrain, for rent accrued due after the commence- 
ment of the liquidation, upon goods, formerly the property 
of the debtor, but vested in the trustee under the liquidation, 
and found upon the demised premises. The judge of the 
Huddersfield County Court had held, upon the construction 
of sections 23, 31, and 34 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, 
that the landlord had no right to distrain in such a case, 
and had restrained him by injunction from so doing. In 
Ex parte Hale the rent distrained for was rent which, under 
the terms of the lease, was payable in advance, and the 
distress was levied a few days alter the beginning of the 
quarter in respect of which the rent was due. 


IN ANOTHER casE of Ex parte Castle, heard on the same 
day, the question arose whether r. 8 of the Bankruptey 
Rules, 1871, applies to a case of composition. This rule 
provides that “ Where any costs in bankruptey_or liquida- 
tion are incurred subsequent to these rales, and the provable 
debts of tae debtor do not exceed £750, or the estimated 
assets do not exceed £200, a lower scale of attorney's costs 
shall be allowed—namely, three-fifths of the charges 
ordinarily allowed, disbursements being added.” A 
debtor filed a liquidation petition. His statement of 
affairs showed that his debts were not above £750, and 
that his assets were less than £200. The creditors resolved 
to accept a composition. The judge of the county court 
held that the bill of costs of the debtor's solicitor in rela- 
tion to the petition must be taxed on the lower scale. The 
Chief Judge decided that r. 8 is confined to cases of 
bankruptcy and liquidation by arrangement, and does not 
extend to cases of composition, Consequently the bill was 
to be taxed on the ordinary scale. 


In Ev parte Monkhouse, heard on Thursday, December 3, 
the Chief Judge, acting under the power given to the court 
by section 126 of the Bankruptey Act, 1869, to enforce the 
provisions of a composition, made an order thas the trustee 
appointed under a composition arrangement should take 
legal proceedings to recover two overdue instalments of the 
composition from a surety who had entered into a covenant 
with the trustee to pay these iustalments, The order pro- 
vided for the indemnity of the trustee against costa. In 
Ex parte Miradita (23 W. R. 869) the Chief Jadge held that 
the Court of Bankruptcy has no jurisdiction in sach a case 
to make an order upon the surety to pay the overdue in- 
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stalments. Ex parte Monkhouse, however, shows that the 
same object may be attained indirectly. 


In a cask or Ex parte Mastevs, heard on the same day, 
the Chief Judge for the first time gave toa successful 
appellant the costs of his appeal. The notice of appeal 
was dated after the lst of November, 1875. His lordship 
said that be should follow the general rule recently laid 
down by the Court of Appeal with regard to appeals 
brought since the Judicature Acts came into operation. It 
was urged upon him that, in laying down that general 
rule, the Court of Appeal were acting with reference to 
ord. 58, r. 5, under the Judicature Acts, and that those 
Acts do not apply to the Court of Bankruptcy. He said, 
however, that the rule bad been laid down by the Court of 
Appeal as one of universal application. It was a rule which 
had long been adopted by the Privy Council, it was a just 
and convenient rule, and he should act upon it for the 
future. [See ante, p. 69.1 


a 


On Wepnespay, December 8, the Court of Appeal 
(James and Mellish, L.JJ., and Blackburn, J.) decided a 
point of practice of some importauce with regard to the 
right of a defendant to a suit instituted by a foreign 
Government to compel discovery by the plaintiff. The suit 
of The Republic of Costa Rica v. Erlanger was instituted 
in 1874 to obtain relief with respect to some financial 
transactions in which the defendant had been engaged for 
the plaintiffs. In October, 1875, the cross-suit of Erlanger 
v. Lhe Republic of Costa Rica wus instituted to obtain 
discovery from the republic, and the president of the re- 
public was made a defendant for the purpose of discovery. 
Vice-( hancellor Malins, on Erlanger’s application, made an 
order that the proceedings in the first suit should be stayed 
until both the defendants should have appeared in the 
second suit. The Court of Appeal discharged the order so 
far as it stayed the proceedings until the appearance of the 
president. It was admitted that the Vice-Chancellor 
was right in staying proceedings till the appearance 
of the republic in the second suit. But the court 
pointed out that, though the plaintiff in the second 
suit would have a right to call upon the republic 
to point out a proper rerson to make the discovery 
on their behalf, and to have the proceedings in the 
first suit stayed till they had done so, it would open the 
door to great abuses if a defendant were at liberty to seleet 
any person he chos-+ to make discovery on behalf of a foreign 
Government, and then to have the proceedings in the suit 
stayed until the person so selected had appeared. The 
person selected by the defendant might be a person over 
whom the Government had no control, or a person who 
could not give the discovery, or a person, like a president, 
who might consider it inconsistent with his dignity to ap- 
pear, and the defendant might make the selection merely for 
the purpose of delaying or altogether stopping the proceed- 
ings in the suit against him. This decision is useful as 
elucidating the principle of such cases as The United States 
v. Wagner (15 W. R. 1026, L. R. 2 Ch. 582), and Th Re- 
or of Peru v. Weguelin (23 W. R. 776, L. R. 20 Eq. 

40). 


ood 


THE SAME DAY, in Owens v. Emmens, an appeal was 
heard from the refusal by Vice-Chancellor Malins of an 
application that an affidavit should be taken off the file. The 
ground for the application was that the affidavit (which con- 
sisted of 388 folios) was of inordinate length, and that a 
number cf irrelevant letters were set out in it at full length. 
The plaintiff's solicitor had paid £6 10s. for an office copy 
of it. The Vice-Chancellor refused the application, on the 
ground that it was impossible for him tojudge of the length 
or relevancy of the affidavit without reading it, as well as 
the bill and anawer. But he said that at the hearing of the 
cause the court would be able to judge of the irrelevancr, 
and would then deal with the matter as might be right with 
reference to costs. A case was mentioned in which the 
Master of Rolls had acceded to a similar application to 
take cff the file an affidavit of 1,133 folios. The Court of 
Appeal refused to interfere with the discretion of the Vice- 
Chancellor, and characterized the appeal asone which ought 
not to have been brought, relating as it did in substance 
merely to a question of costs. They said that if, in the case 
mentioned, the judge saw, from a mere inspection of the 





affidavit it-elf, that it was a gross abuse of the proceedj 
of the court, he was quite right in ordering it to be taken 
off the file. His decision, therefore, did not conflict ata} 
with that of the Vice-Chancellor, who, in the case before him, 
came to the conclusion that the relevancy or irrelevancy of 
the affidavit could not be determined in that summary 
way. 








General CorresponvVence. 


County Courts Act, 1875—Service oF Derav.ur 
SuMMONS. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—I consider the answer to your correspondent “ X.” 
is found in the fact that the preseat practice permits actions 
against firms. R. 9 of ord. 5 directs *‘that any two or 
more persons claiming or being liable as co-partners may 
sue or be sued in the names of their respective firms,” and 
ample provision is made for getting at the names of persons 
so suing. 

The difficulty arises on the service, which by the statute, 
and r. 27 of ord. 8, is directed to be personal, but so it is if 
against an individual defendant, and I believe the registrar 
to be wrong in insisting on personal service, as I understand 
your correspondent he did, ia the case of an action against a 
firm. There seems to me to be nothing in the rules 
to prevent an order for substituted service if a partner 
could not be personally s-rved himself any more than 
in the case of a sicgle defendant; but I am disposed 
to go a little farther, and to contend that r. 12 of ord, 
8, which regulates the plaint and summons, does much 
more. This rule says, ‘‘ Where partners are sued in the 
name of their firm, the summons shall be served either 
upon any one or more of the partners, or at the place 
of business in England of the partnership upon any 
person having apparently, at the time of service, the con- 
trol or management of the partnership business there, and 
such service shall be deemed good service on the firm.’ 

I believe personal rervice on any such manager isa eom- 
pliance with the rule requiring personal service, but, if not,I 
am confident that leaving the summons with any principal 
clerk of the partnership would suffice for the order for substi- 
tuted service. 'It is quite contrary to the spirit of the Act to 
decide otherwise, and would, in fact, make the service ona 
firm more difficult than an ordinary summons. ‘There are 
many firms carrying on buriness in England all the part- 
ners of which are abroad, and to enuble such persons to sue 
and be sued their manager is clearly intended by the order 
to represent them. vet 

A difficulty may be fancied from the division of the rales 
of ord. 8, and the direction as to personal service of default 
summonses, being detached from r. 12,"but this appears to me 
quite unimportant. The right to issue default summonses 
clearly applies to firms as well as separate persons, and this 
right is nowhere limited to the issue of ordinary summonses. 

G. ManneY WETHERFIELD. 

1, Gresham-buildings, Dec. 8. 





ComMMISSIONERS TO ADMINISTER OaTHs. 
[Zo the Editor of the Sol.citors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Will any reader of your paper kindly give me his 
opinion on the following point ?— : 

I was admitted in common law (Queen’s Bench) during 
long vacation last, but was not admitted in chancery. Is it 
now necessarv, having regard to the 87th section of the Judi- 
cature Act, 1875, for me to be admitted in chancery to em 
title me to practise in ‘‘all divisions’ of the court, also i 
bankruptcy. B.A. 





The liquor law in Ohio, says the Central Law Journdl, 


forbids dealers, under heavy penalties, to sell to any perso | 


against whom a protest has been filed with the city or town 
clerk. A man at Springfield took advantage of this prow 
sion the other day, and filed a copy of the last city directory, 
so entitled as to prohibit any dealer in the city selling to any 
person named in the volume. The author of this 2 
temperance measure now calls on the authorities to enforce 
the law, 
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Appuintnrents, Ete. 


Mr. Reornatp AtpRinves, solicitor, of 16, Mark-lane, 
and of Poole, has been appointed Under-Sheriff of the Town 
and County of the Town of Poole for the current year. Mr. 
Aldridge was admitted a solicitor in 1867. is partner, Mr. 
George Braxton Aldridge, was Under-Sheriff last year, and 
is also clerk of the peace and coroner for the borough and 
registrar of the court of record. 


Mr. Georce Suave Burtisr, solicitor, of Rye, has been 
elected Town Clerk of that Borough in the place of the late 
Mr. Edwin Nathaniel Dawes. Mr. Bvtler was admitted a 
solicitor in 1843, and is clerk of the peace for the borough, 

istrar of the Rye County Court, and clerk to the Rye 
Burial Board. 

Mr. Jonn GraHAM, solicitor, of Dublin and Enniskillen, 
has been appointed Sessional Crown Solicitor for the Ceunty 
of Fermanagh. Mr. Graham was admitted a solicitorin Ire- 
Jand in 1835. 

Mr. Joserx Jounson Hartow, solicitor,-of 33, South- 
ampton-buildings, has been appointed a London Commis- 
sioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judi- 
cature in England. 

Mr. Gzorce Wireman Hemmine, Q.C., has been ap- 

inted one of the Standing Counsel to the University of 

bridge in succession to the Right Hon. Sir Richard 
ay. Mr. Hemming was formerly a Fellow of St. 
John’s College, where he graduated as senior wrangler and 
first Smith’s prizeman in 1844. He was called to the bar at 
Lincoln’s-inn in Easter Term, 1850, and has practised in 
the Court of Chancery. 

Mr. Bernarp Puttrtn, solicitor, of Kington, has been 
appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 
Supreme Court of Judicature in England. 

Mr. Wittram AvGustvus Rosrnson, solicitor, of Settle, 
Keighley, and Skipton, has been appointed Registrar of the 
Settle County Court (Circuit No. 3) in succession to his 
brother, the late Mr. Henry Duncan Robinson. Mr. W. A. 
Robinson was admitted a solicitor in 1867. 








Sacieties. 
LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


The society last Tuesday was for some time occupied with 
the consideration of special motions relating to the business 
of the society. The question for discussion was No. 571 

I—‘* Does the acceptance of a composition under sec. 
tion 126 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, releases a surety if the 


rights against hin are not specially reserved ?”” The ques- 
tion was fully argued, and decided in the affirmative. 


PLYMOUTH, STONEHOUSE, AND DEVONPORT 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


A meeting of this society was held at the Atheneum, Ply- 
mouth, on Friday, December 3, Thomas Wollferstan, Esq., 
inthe chair. On the motion of Mr. E, F. Fox (hon. sec.) 
it was resolved ‘ That after the meeting on December 17, 
this society do adjourn its meetings until January 14, 
1876,’’ Mr. M. Guy then spoke for the affirmative of the 
following moot point :—‘‘If A., being a partner in a firm, 
retire from the partnership, and, as a consideration for so re- 
tiring, receive a share of the net profits during his life, is he 
liable to third persons as a partner, although his name does 
not appear?” Mr. H. M. Prideaux seconded, and Messrs. C. 
Matthews and A. D. T. Chubb opposed. A very animated 
discussion followed, in which Messrs. Helpman, Loyes, and 
Fox joined, and, Mr. Guy having replied and Mr. Wolfer- 
stan summed up, the question was put tothe meeting, and 
decided in the negative by a majority of one. 


BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


At a meeting of this society held on Tnesday evening last, 
Henry Parish, Esq., in the chair, the following moot point 
was discussed :—‘** Where A. contracts with B. through his 
(A.’s) agent, C., and C. induces B, to contract by an unau- 
thorized fraud, can B. successfully maintain an action of tort 





against A. for such fraud?” The affirmative was supported 
by Messrs. Hadley, Plant, Browett, and Huggins, and the 
negative by Messrs. Whitehouse, Tyler, Cresswell, Goodman, 
and Cochrane. After a long debate the question was decided 
in the negative. A vote of thanksto the chairman con- 
cluded the meeting. 








Leqal Pews. 


On Wednesday last it was announced inthe Court of Ap- 
e that the bankruptcy appeals would be postponed until 

ednesday and Thursday next week. 

Lord Penzance hss appointed the 4th of January to hear 
the first case, Clifton and Others v. The Rev. C. J. Ridsdale, 
on a representation made to the Archbishop of Canterbury 
of Ritualistic practices at St. Peter's, Folkestone. 


The Albany Law Jou:nal remarks with justice upon the 
inequality of the application of the punishment of contempt of 
court :—‘‘ When the counsel in the Tweed case respecttully 
and privately asked Judge Davis that the cause might be 
tried before some ether justice, he promptly construed the 
petition into a contempt, aud claiming to act with the 
sanction of his associates summarily punished the peti- 
tioners. When Mr. Shafer, in open court and during the 
progress of a cause calls Judge Davis a ‘ perfectly in- 
famous judge,’ and Judge Daniels ‘a mere spuniel,’ no 
notice is taken.” 

A memorial was recently presented to the . Lord 
Chancellor by merchants and others carrying on business 
within the City of London, on the subject of the removal of 
the Court of Bankruptcy from Basinghall-street to Portugal- 
street, Lincoln’s inn, urging the necessity for establishing, 
in a central position in the City, an office for taking affida- 
vits, where an officer of the Bankruptcy Court should atiend 
daily. The Lord Chancellor, in reply, reminded the 
memorialists that the removal of the Bankruptey Court 
from the City to Lincoln’s-inn-fields was determined upon 
many years ago in consequence of the inconvenience experi- 
enced from the transaction of bankruptcy business in two 
places widely apart, and the anticipated advantage to the 
public from its consolidation under one roof. He was un- 
able to recommend the es‘ablishment in the City of such an 
office as they proposed, inasmuch as it could not be estab- 
lished without incurring a very considerable expense. 

Lord Lyttelton has addressed the following letter to the 
chairman of each petty sessional division of the county of 
which he is Lord Lieutenant:—“ Hagley, Stourbridge, 
November 17. Sir,—In a return lately made by the chief 
constable of the county, I observe that in the year ending 
29th of September last there were eighty-eight convictioas of 
licensed persons for offences against the Intoxicating 
Liquors Licensing Acts ; that in only nine cases out of the 
eighty-cight were the convictions recorded on the licence, 
according to the discretionary power given by the Act to the 
convicting justices, and that out of these nine seven were in 
two only of the licensing districts. I cannot but think this 
is a very small proportion of instances in which a power, no 
doubt intended by the Legislature to be very effective, has 
been exercised, and I venture to request you to bring the 
matter specially under the notice of the bench in your dis- 

rict. I may add that in the same year the number of con- 

victions in the county (and without reckoning sev: ral large 
boroughs, to none of which does the 1eturn apply) for ot- 
fences connected with drunkenness was no less than 1,360. 
—Your faithful servant, LyTreLton.” 


* A London Solicitor ’’ writes to the Times to complain of 
a grave omission and defect in the rules of court—namely, 
the silence of the rules as to the hours during which the 
offices of the High Court ot Justice shall be open. He proceeds 
to give one or two examples of the anomalies existing in the 
offices of the Supreme Court : “ The old legal terms: 
are abolished by section 26 of the Act of 1873, yet we 
find the offices of the Queen’s Bench Division (except the 
Judges Chambers) opening at eleven and closing at five o’clock 
—precisely‘thesame hoursas were adopted when ‘terms’ were 
in existence. Thecommon law Judges’ Chambers, on the other 
hand, have until the last few days been opened from eleven 
to three, but a notice has just been issued stating 
that in future, daring the Hilary, Easter, Trinity, and 
Michaelmas sittings, the chambers will be opened from 
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-eleven to fcur, and during vacations from eleven to three, 
and during the long vacation from eleven to two. Why 
‘should the hours differ in the same court—in fact, in the 
same division of the court? In the Chancery Division, the 
Record and Writ Clerks’ Office opens at ten and closes at 
four; and in the chancery Judges’ Chambers, business 
generally commences at half-past ten. On the other hand, 
many of the chancery offices adopt shorter hours. This 
confusion is very inconvenient to solicitors, and occasions 
much loss of time and trouble. From many years’ practical ex- 
perience, I am convinced that it would bea public boon if 
all the offices connected with the Supreme Court opened at 
eleven and closed at four, except on Saturday, when, like all 
other Government offices, they should close at two. Some 
years ago the Saturday balf-holiday movement was so far 
recognized by the judges that a rule was made for delivery 
of pleadings, &c., before two o’clock on Saturday, but there 
the recognition stopped. No effort was made to close the 
public offices of the superior courts at two o'clock, and, con- 
sequently, thousands of solicitors and ‘clerks have no 
Saturday half-holiday.” 








Sutges’ Chambers.* 


(Before Quary, J.) 
Dec. 1.—Askew v. North-Eastern Railway Comp iny. 
Striking out part of statement of claim—Ord. 27, r. 1. 

This was an application, on appeal from the master, to 
‘strike out from the statement of claim in the above action 
paragraph 14, which was as follows :—‘‘ The defendants do 
not dispute, but have, in their correspondence with the 
plaintiff's solicitors, admitted that the plaintiff and his 
tenants are entitled te have access from the Redheugh 
Estate to the quay for the carriage, storage, and shipment 
of manure, dung, ard goods of a like description, and have 
expressed their willingness to make the necessary ar- 
rangements and to give all facilities for that purpose.” 

The above action was brought by the owner of the Red- 
heugh Estate for damages ior an interference with his 
right to carry coals ovor the quay, for a declaration of his 
and the defendants’ respective rights, and for an injunction 
ordering the defendants to desist from interfering with his 
right to carry coals over the quay. 

C. Bowen, for plaintiff. 

Alln, for defendants. 

Quatn, J.—This paragraph must be struck out. Can 
you point out even in the forms, where you have such a 
precedent as No. 1 of appendix C., any precedent for such 
a@ paragraph as this? Can you point out any section in 
the Act that enables yon to plead admissions made by the 
other side to your solicitors? You put the defendants in 
the difficulty of not knowing whether to traverse the ad- 
mission. Conciseness is intended by these rules to be the 
very soul of the new pleading. I believe all that is neces- 
sary in ordinary cases is a statement of particulars of 
demand, and then a simple notice of the ground of defence, 
such as the Statute of Limitations, &c. ji 

Order of master reversed. Statement of claim ordered 
to be amended by striking out paragraph 14. 

Solicitors for the plaintiff, Johnston § Harrison. 

Solicitors for the defendants, Williamson, Hill, §& Co. 


Dec. 2.—Armitage v. Fitzwilliam and Others. 
Service of writ—Ord. 9, r. 2. 

An ex parte application was made for an order for sub- 
atituted service upon one of the defendants in the above 
action, who was in India. It was stated that his solicitors 
refused to accept service, on the groand that they had no 
instructions to do so. 

Order made for substituted service upon defendant's 
managing clerk at his office, and upon his solicitors. De- 
fendant to have six weeks to appear. 

Solicitor for the plaintiff, Sead. 


Dec. 2.— Ross v. Gibbs. 
Particulars of claim. 


In this case particulars of claim were applied for. The 
statement of claim had not yet been delivered. It was stated 





* Reported by A. H. Birttestron, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 





——.., 


that it was desired to get particulars before appearance, ag 
it might be important to do so, with reference to the ques. 
tion of costs. Till particulars were delivered, the claim 
could not be identified, and could not, therefore, be ad. 
mitted. 

Quary, J.—I do not sympathize with that grievance ; the 
party served with the writ generally knows the nature of 
the claim against him. At present, the statement of claim 
may contain full particulars. The defendant comes too 
soon. I presume that the reason for omitting all mention 
of particulars from the Judicature Acts was that it was 
was presumed that they would never now be necessary. 

No order. 


Dec. 2.—Fenner and Another v. Bedford. 
Injunction—Judicature Act, 1873, s. 25, sub-section 8. 

This was an action of trespass. 

A, Charles applied ex parte for a peremptory injaaction 
to restrain the defendant from committing certain treg- 
passes. On November 29 the defendant broke into 
a rectory-honse belonging to the plaintiffs, and removed 
the furniture, &c., including a safe containing plaintiffs 
papers, and commenced to pull down the house. An affi- 
davit was put in stating the above facts, and further that 
the roof had been removed, and that the defendant and 
others were at four in the afternoon on the day previong 
to this application continuing to pull down the above men- 
tioned premises, and were, in the plaintiffs’ belief still 
pulling them down. 

An injanction was granted, with liberty to serve any 
persons on the premises as well as the defendant. 

Solicitors for the plaintiffs, Thomson § Son, 


Dec. 2.—Ameuny vy. H. H. The Naw tb Nazim of Bengal, 
Signing judgment on specially-indorsed writ—Ord. 14, r. 1. 
This was an appeal from a master’s refusal to allow judg- 

ment to be signed under the above rule. The plaintiff's 
affidavit stated that he had formerly been an attaché of the 
Syrian embassy, and was Professor of Arabic in King’s 
College, London ; that he was engaged by William David 
Fox to act as interpreter, &c., for Fox and the defendant, 
at a salary of £30 per month; that on Fox’s death in 
October, 1873, Lister O'Byrne was engaged as secretary, 
and plaintiff was re-engaged as assistant secretary, 
at the same salary as before; that two bills of 
exchange had been given for arrears of salary, which 
were dishonoured; that arrears of salary were still 
due ; and that there was no defence to this action. Fer 
the defendant an affidavit made by Lister O’Bryne was read, 
which stated that he was the representative of tne defendant ; 
that the plaintiff’s affidavit was untrue; and that in the 
agreement under which the plaintiff was engaged, there was 
a clause to refer to two persons named therein any dispute 
that might arise as to salary. 

Allen, for the defendant, pointed out that the plaintif’s 
affidavit did not allege that any services were rendered, an 
said that one ground of the defence was that, in point of fact, 
no services were performed. 

Brownfield, for the plaintiff. 

Appeal dismissed. 

Solicitor for the defendant, 7. C. Barker. 

Solicitor for plaintiff, Ramsden. 


Dec. 2.—Frakes v. Breslow. 
Staying action—Judicature Act, 1875, s. 24, sub-section 5, 

This was an application to stay the above action, which 
was for non-delivery of goods, until a bill of exchange, 
which had been given by the plaintiff to the defendant, had 
become due. It was stated that the bill would become due” 
on the 10th, and that the defendant’s object in making this 
application was to see whether it would be honoured, as he 
expected to have ground for a counter-claim on this bill. 

Quan, J.—I have exercised the power given me by sub- 
section 5 of the 24th section of the Act of 1873, in cases 
where the winding up of a company or an administration 
suit is pending; but I shall only do it in clear cases such 
as those. Even if fraud is alleged by the defendant I 
should not go into that question here. I never heard of 
an action being stayed on the possibility of a future defence 
arising. 


No order. Costs to be plaintiff’s in any event. 
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OO ——————— 
Dec. 2.—Jones v. Turner. 
Striking out part of ne of _ as embarrassing—Ord, 
: ee 

The following paragraphs had been ordered to be struck 
out of the statement of claim in the above case by Master 

as embarrassing :— 

«6, The plaintiff thereupon exerted kimself, by adver- 
tising and otherwise, to secure a purchaser of either the 
hole or the one-half share of the defendant’s interest in 
the said quarry, and, amongst others, introduced to the 
defendant a Mr. Frederick Wallace, who, in conjunction 
with a Mr. Newman (so the plaintiff has been informed by 
the defendant), purchased from the defendant one-half 
share of the defendant's interest in the said quarry. 

«7, But though the defendant has stated to the plaintiff 
the fact of the sale, as alleged iu the 6th paragraph, yet the 
defendant refuses to tell the plaintiff the exact sum for 
which or the precise terms upon which such sale has been 
effected, and has thereby prevented and still prevents-the 
plintiff claiming a definite sum as due to him by the terms 
of the agreements set out in the 3rd and 5th paragraphs. 

‘68. Whether the defendant has or has not sold his whole 
or part interest in the said quarry to the said Mr. Frederick 
Wallace separately, or in conjunction with the said Mr. 
Newman, the plaintiff cannot, except as explained in the 6th 

graph, state. The plaintiff has, however, every reason 
Pinieving that the defendant has in fact made such a dis- 
ition of his property to some one or more of the persons 
introduced by the plaintiff to the defendant as to entitle the 
laintiff to the reward promised and agreed for either in the 
hatter aforesaid of the 2nd of July, A.p. 1875, or in that of the 
ard of July, A.D. 1875, if not both.” 

Nasmyth, for the plaintiff.—The plaintiff has to state his 
grievance clearly, and I fail to see how, in this case, he 
could have done so without the above statement. 

Francis, for the defendant. 

Quarn, J—Paragraph 6 states what the defendant told 
the plaintiff. That is not proper pleading. It would have 
been easy for the plaintiff to state that Newman and 
Wallace bought the half share, and then to have claimed his 
commission. He could then have administered interrog- 
atories. I shall affirm the master’s order ; but, as this is 
one of the peculiar cases where the plaintiff's case is in 
the knowledge of the defendant, I will order that the 
amendment may be deferred until after the defendant has 
answered interrogatories. 


Dec. 3.— Wilton v. Brignell. 
Interrogatories—Ord. 31, r. 5. 

This was an action for libel by a solicitor in Sunderland 
against the publisher of the Sunderland Echo. The present 
summons was taken out to strike out certain interrogatories 
administered by the plaintiff to the defendant. From in- 
terrogatory 3: “ Was not the passage set out in paragraph 
3 of statement of claim intended by the defendant to apply 
tothe plaintiff? Ifnot, say to whom ?” the last words 
were ordered to be struck out, Interrogatory 4: ‘* Were 
not the words set out in paragraph 5.” &¢., was struck out 
as repetition. Interrogatory 8: “ Were you yourself the 
writer of any of the passages mentioned in the statement of 
claim? If not, who was ?” was also struck out. 


Dec, 3.—Re The New Hamburgh and Brazilian Railway 
Company. 
Interpleading before action—Judicature Act, 1873, s. 25, sub- 
section 6. 
_ Moncton, for the above company, applied to be allowed to 
interplead.—No action has yet been brought against us, but 
the company have received notice from Melhado & Lloyd 
not to pay money or issue skares to Watson & Smith, as 
the former claim to have had the shares assigned to them by 
the latter; and from Watson & Smith we have received a 
etter denying the alleged assignment, and demanding the 
issue of the shares. This application is under section 25, 
mib-section 6, of the Act of 1873. Mr. Wilson has the fol- 
ng remark on that section: ‘* This section appears to 
illow relief by interpleader in cases falling within it 
after notice of conflicting claims without waiting for an ac- 
tion to be brought” (p. 157). I should submit that this 
sub-section was intended to remove the technical difficulty 
that existed with regard to interpleading as to an action 
being first brought. 





Batten, for Watson & Smith.—We claim under an 
award, and say that there is no assignment. We should 
like an adjournment. 

Pulbrook, for Melhado & Lloyd. 

Quan, J.—Mr. Moncton’s interpretation of the intention 
of s. 25, sub-section 6 is quite worthy of consideration. The 
Trustee Relief Act enabled a trustee, where the trust prop- 
erty was the subject of dispute, to apply to the Court of 
Chancery for protection from suits, aud it Was not neces- 
sary in order to obtain this relief that actual proceedings 
should be pending. I am very much inclined to give that 
construction to the sub-section before me. 

Application adjourned. 

On the hearing of the adjourned application, 

Quatn, J., refused to allow the company to interplead, 
on the ground that there was no sufficient notice of an 
absolute written assignment. 


Dee. 3.—Seligman and Others (Trustees, &c.) v. Mansfeld ; 
White v. Mansfield. 
Notice to third percon—Ord 16, rr. 17, 19, 21. 

An application was made in the above actions, on appeal 
from Master Unthank. ‘The first of these actions was 
brought by principals against their agent for an account; 
the second was for breach of contract. The defence in the 
second action was that Mansfield was an agent of the 
plaintiffs in the first action, and entered into the contract 
under their authority. Master Unthank had ordered that 
Seligman should be bound by the sum that Mansfield should 
be held liable to pay White, and that White should be a 
party to the first action. The latter part of this order was 
now appealed against by White. 

Trevelyan, for White.—White has nothing whatever to 
do with the matters in dispute in Seligman v. Mansficid, 
We do not object to the first part of the order. 

Butterworth, for defendant.—Seligman and the others 
are not the real principals; they are only trustees for 
an insolvent estate in New York, and our remedy over 
will be against that estate. Money was put into our hands 
to meet contingent liabilities. Your lordship has very 
wide powers under the rew Acts. 

Quain, J.—It was certainly never intended by the Act 
that a plaintiff should be mixed up in a matter with which 
he had nothing todo. It was quite right that Seligman 
should be bound by the amount that Mansfield should be 
held liable to pay White, but what has White to do with 
the other action? What was chiefly in the mind of the 
framers of the Act when this section was inserted, were 
matters of suretyship. We used to have cases in which, 
an action having been brought against a surety on a bond, 
and the sum recovered, when the surety brought his action 
against the principal the whole question had to be trie® 
afresh. That was the primary object of the section; but 
I see that it goes farther than that. I shall not bring 
White into what may be an intricate question. 

Butterworth.—I represent a merchant, who desires nothing 
more than to get rid of this money. Will your lordship 
stay this action of Seligman v. Mansfield until White v. 
Mansfield is decided, if we pay £400 in court ? 

Trevelyan.—Seligman and the others will undertake to 
discharge out of any moneys they may recover in their 
action any debt or damages which White may recover against 
Mansfield. 


Quan, J.—Mr. Butterworth admits £400, and will pay 
it into court ; the remaining £800 is pure matter of account. 
The best thing that can be done for both parties is to refer 


the matter. 1am disposed to think that I can still refer 
to an arbitrator under the Common Law Procedure Act ; 
I think the power to do that is saved by section 76 of the 
Judicature Act, 1873. 

No order, Seligman undertaking to discharge out of any 
moneys recovered in this action, any debt or damages 
which White may recover against Mansfield. Defendant to 
be at liberty to amend his plea by paying £400 into court. 
Any further liability to be referred to an arbitrator. 


Dec. 4.—Ware v. Gwynne. 
Counter-claim—Ord. 19, r. 3. 

An application was made in the above case to file a 
counter-claim of breach of warranty. The action was for 
the price of a boiler; issue had been joined, and the cause 
stood in the paper for the present sittings. 
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.. Webster.—This was the sale of a boiler upon the terms 
that it should be equal to the last. Had it not been a 
specific chattel, the plea of never indebted would have been 
sufficient to set up a defence under a breach of warranty. 
Counsel bad some doubt on the point. 

Harrison, for the plaintiff. 

Quay, J.—This application is too late. You might have 
come a month ago. Cause to be restored to its place in the 
list; not to be heard before Wednesday. 


Dec. 4.—Moore v. The City and County Bank. 
Stay or transfer of proceedings—Companies Act, 1862, 8. 138— 
Judicature Act, 1873, s. 24, sub-section 5; 8. 36. 

An application was made to stay proceedings in the above 
action, or to send it over to the Chancery Division. 

Hill, in support of the app!ication.—The City and County 
Bank is now in liquidation. 1 amapplying on behalf of the 
official liquidator. The whcle question in the action will 
arise in the chancery proceedings. 

Vaughan Wiilliams.—There is a difference between com- 
pulsory and voluntary liquidations. This is a voluntary 
liquidation, and the same power to stay is not given as in 
the case of a compulsory liquidation: see Re Poole Fire 
Brick and Blue Clay Company, 22 W. R. 247. 

Quan, J.—1 think this is a matter that should be argued 
in open court. I will stay the action. Costs hitherto in- 
curred to be added to claim, and claim to be decided by the 
Chancery Division, to which the winding up of the company 
is attached. 


Dec. 8.—Pearson v. Lane. 
Application to serve third gesting notice—Ord. 16, rr. 5, 17: 
my 

This was an action on a bill of exchange by the indorsee 
against the acceptor. The defendant's affidavit stated that 
the bill in question, which was for £500, was drawn by 
Josiah Muncey, and was accepted by the defendant on 
Muncey’s promise to ‘‘ put him up to a good thing on the 
Derby ;”’ and alleged that there was no consideration for 
the acceptance by defendant, and that there was 
fraudulent misrepresentation on the part of the drawer, 
Muncey. The statement of defence had not yet been 
delivered. The present application was to serve 
Mancey with notice that the defendant claimed to be 
entitled to indemnity from him. In support of the 
application it was argued that if Muncey was not brought 
in as a party, an action would have to be brought against 
him. On behalf of the plaintiff, it was argued that, under 
r. 5 of ord. 16, it was open to the plaintiff to proceed 
either against the acceptor, or the drawer, or the drawer 
and acceptor, and that he bad elected to proceed against 
the acceptor; that the defendant had no remedy over 
against Muncey; and that the third person, Muncey, 
should have had notice of this application. 

Quan, J.—Whether the defendant in this case could 
bring an action against the drawer of the bill is doubtfal, 
as this is not the case of an accommodation indorsement. 
If he conld, it would be on the ground that the 
money was paid to Muncey’s use. But the defend- 
ant’s affidavit amounts to an allegation that the bill 
was got from him by fraud. The case of an acceptor 
claiming indemnity from a drawer seems to me to be within 
the words of r.17. I think the words in r. 17, “on notice 
being given to such last-mentioned person,” refer to the 
notice that the defendant now asks leave to give, and do 
not mean that notice to the third party is necessary to 
this application. I think the preliminary question is ex- 
clusively between the plaintiff and defendant. But I think 
this is a question that should be discussed; and I hope it 
will be taken to the division of the court now sitting. 
Leave given to serve Josiah Muncey with notice that the 
defendant claims indemnity from him. If plaintiff appeals 
against this order, the defendant to have one day's notice of 
appeal. The defendant to have a week to plead. Costs to 
be costs in the cause. 

Solicitor for plaintiff, W. 7. Ricketts. 

Solicitors for defendant, Probert ¢ Wade. 


Thursday, Dec, 2.—APPLICATION TO CHANGE TRE VENUE. 
—This application was made by the defendants in an 
action for the breach of contract to supply milk, and the 





master had refused to change the venue from Middlesex tg 
Wiltshire. This was an appeal from that decision. ‘The 
defendants’ affidavit stated that they resided in Wiltshire, 
that the cause of action arose there, that a question would 
arise as to a local custom with regard t2 the sale of mil 
and that the application was not made for the purpose of 
delay. : 

eax, J.—It is quite immaterial where the defendants 
live. Speedy trial is the rule in these days, and I cannot 
allow the defendants t> postpone the trial of this case trom 
January till March. 


Friday, Dec. 3—Summons To Rerer.—This was a sum- 
mons to refer in an action for work and labour done unde 
a builder's contract, there being a counter-claim for penaities, 

Bigham, for plaintiff. 

Webster, for defendant. 

Qvarn, J.—I can refer to an arbitrator, under the Com. 
mon Law Procedure Act of 1852, or to a special referee, 
under the Judicature Act. There is a great practical differ. 
ence between the two. The special referee sits de die in diem, 
He can report to the court, and there is an appeal from his 
decision. He sits, in short, as a species of court. Itisa 
more elaborate procedure than that uader the old reference 
—I am afraid almost too elaborate. 

The parties having elected to refer to au arbitrator under 
the Common Law Procedure Act, 1852, order accordingly, 


Saturday, Dec. 4.—INTERROGATORIES—ORD. 31, R. 5.— 
A summons having been taken out by the defendant, in an 
action for breach of promise of marriage, to strike out inter- 
rogatories as to means (including one as to the settlement 
made by the defendant on his present wife), 

Quatn, J.—As long as these actions are allowed, and 
the defendant’s means are allowed to be the measure of 
damages, interrogatories such as these are pertinent, and 
will be allowed. 


Monday, Dec. 6.—Form oF AFvipaviT oF Documents— 
Orp. 31, n. 13.—An application was made for an order for 
a further affidavit of documents. It was submitted that the 
affidavit being in the old form was insufficient ; but on the 
other side it was contended that, as the order was issned on 
the 12th of June, the old form of affidavit was sufficient 
The affidavit had not been filed till after the 1st of Novem- 
ber. 

Affidavit to be amended, according to form 9, appendix 
B., within a week. 


Tuesdry, Dec. 7.—APPFALS FROM District REGISTRAR 
anv Master.—Ord. 34, r. 7, expressly allows an sapped 
from a district registrar in respect of a matter in which be 
had jurisdiction only by consent; but there is no similiar 
provision with regard to appeals froma master, apparectly 
from an oversight. Per Qualn, J. 


JuRispicTion or District RecistrRAR—Oxp. 35, R. 4; 
Orp. 54, R. 2.—On appearance toa judgment summons, 
issued by the District Registrar of Preston, 

Quvain, J., declined to hear the parties, on the ground that 
the district registrar had no power to issue a judgment 
summons. 








Court Papers. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—NOTICE. 
JUDGES’ CHAMBERS. 
Quegn’s Bencu Division. 
These chambers will be open from eleven a.m. till four 
p-m. till further notice. 
It is particularly requested that all affidavits shall be 
folded as heretofore in tour. 
ExcurQquer DIvIst0n. 


These chambers will be open from eleven a.m. til fou 
p-m. till December 21 inclusive. 


Hinary Sirrines. 
January 11 till the Wednesday before Easter. 
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EasTer SItTINGs. 
From Tuesday after Easter week till Friday before Whit 


Sanday. 
Trinity SITtines. 
From Tuesday after Whitsun week till August 8. 


VacaTIon. 
From eleven a.m. till three p.m., except between August 
10 and the 24th of October, then from eleven a.m. till two 


pm. 
Common Prieas Division. 


There chambers will be open from eleven a.m. till four 
pm. till further notice. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Rota oF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


MAstTER OF THE 
Rotts. 
Mr. Ward 
Pemberton 
Ward 
Pemberton 
Pemberton 
Ward 


V. C. Hatn. 
Mr. Latham 
Merivale 
Latham 
Merivale 
Latham 
Merivale 


i Court oF 
Date. APPEAL. 
Monday, Dec. Mr. Holdship 
Farrer 
Teesdale 
Farrer 
Holdship 
Teesdale 


V.C. Matrns. V.C. Bacon. 
Monday, Dec. 13 Mr. Clowes Mr. Milne 
ay .... 14 Leach King 
Wednesday .. 15 Clowes Milne 
Thursday .... 16 Leach King 
Friday 17 ~— Clowes Milne 
Saturday .... 18 Lesch King 


NEW RULES OF COURT. 


Ata meeting of the judges of the Supreme Court, held on 
the Ist of December, 1875, in pursuance of the Judicature 
Act, 1875—present, The Right Honourable the Lord 
Chancellor, the Right Honourable the Lord Chief Justice of 
the Common Pleas, the Right Honourable the Lord Chief 
Baron, the Right Honourable the Lord Justice James, the 
Right Honourable the Lord Justice Mellish, the Right 
Honourable Sir Richard Baggallay, Justice of Appeal, the 
Right Honourable Sir Robert Phillimore, the Right 
Honourable Sir James Hannen, Vice-Chancellor Malins, 
Vice-Chancellor Bacon, Vice-Chancellor Hall, Mr. Justice 
Blackburn, Mr. Justice Quain, Mr. Justice Field, Mr. 
Justice Brett, Mr. Justice Grove, Mr. Justice Archibald, Mr. 
Baron Bramwell, Mr. Baron Cleasby, Mr. Baron Pollock, 
Mr. Baron Amphlett, Mr. Baron Huddleston—the follew- 
ing new rules of court and alterations of existing rules of 
court were unanimously agreed to :— 


RvLEs. 

1. The rules in the first schedule to the Supreme Court of 
Judicature Act, 1875, may be cited as “ The rules of the 
Supreme Court,” and the additional rules of court made by 
Order in Council on the 12th day of August, 1875, may be 
cited as “ The rules of the Supreme Court (costs),” and these 
rules may be cited as“ The rules of the Supreme Court, 
December, 1875,’’ or each separate one of these rnles may 
cited as if it had been one of *‘ The rules of the Supreme 
Conrt,” and had been numbered by the number of the order 
and rule mentioned in the margin. 

2. [Ord. 2, r.7a.] Form A. in the appendix to these rules 
shall be substituted for the form referred to in ord. 2, r. 7, 
of the rules of the Supreme Court. 

8. (Ord. 5, r. 11.] The first paragraph of ord. 5, r. 11, of 
the rules of the Supreme Court is hereby annulled, and the 
following shall stand in lieu thereof: 

“In admiralty actions in rem a warrant for the arrest of 
property, according to the form B. in the appendix to these 
tules, may be issued at the instance either of the plaintiff or 
of the defendant at any time after the writ of summons 
has issued, but no warrant of arrest shall be issued except 
ftom the principal registry in London, and until an affidavit 
by the party or his agent has been filed, and the following 
Provisions complied with :”’ 

4. [Ord. 5, r. 12.] Ord. 5, vr. 12, of the rules of the 
Supreme Court is hereby annulled. 








5. [Ord. 9, r. 9.] Ord. 9, r. 9, of the rules of the Su 
: | preme 
Mwy tow ia annulled, and the following shall stand in 

‘“*In admiralty actions #2 rem the warrant 
be served by the marshal or his sstetiontet cies 
property to be arrested be situate within the port % Tondon 
or elsewhere within the jurisdiction of the court, and the 
solicitor issuing the warrant shall, witbin six days from the 
service thereof, file the same in the registry.” 

6. [Ord. 9, r. 10.] Ord. 9, r. 10, of the ruleg of th 
Supreme Court is hereby annulled, and the following shal 
stand in lieu thereof : 

‘*In admiralty actions in rem, service of a writ of sum- 
mons against ship, freight, or cargo on board, is to be effected 
by nailing or affixing the original writ for a short time on 
the mainmast, or on the single mast of the vessel, and on 
taking off the process, leaving a true copy of it nailed or 
fixed in its place.” 

7. (Ord. 13, r. 5a.) Where a defendant fails to appear to 
& writ of summons, issued out of a district registry, and the 
defendant had the option of entering an appearance either 
in the district registry or in the London office, judgment for 
want of appearance shall not be entered by the plaintiff 
until after such time as a letter posted in London on the 
previous evening, in due time for delivery to him on the fcl- 
lowing morning, ought, in due course of post, to have 
reached him. 

8. [Ord. 13, r. 10.] Ord. 13, r. 10, of the rules of the 
Supreme Court is hereby annulled. 

9. [Ord. 23, 7. 2.] When a cause has been entered for 
trial, it may be withdrawn by either plaintiff or defendant 
upon producing to the proper officer a consent in writing 
signed by the parties. " 

10. [Ord. 35, r. 1la.] In anadmiralty action in rem any 
person who may have duly intervened and appeared may re- 
move an action from a district reg stry as of right. 

11. [Ord. 35, r. 15.] Every district registrar shall ac- 
count for, and pay over to the Treasury, all moneys paid 
into court at the registry of which he is registrar, in such 
manner and at suck times as may be from time to time 
directed by the Treasury. 

12. [Ord. 36, r. 8.] Ord. 36, r.8, ofthe rules of the 
Supreme Court shall be read as if the words “to be” had 
been inserted before the words “ entered for trial.’’ 

13. [Ord. 36, r. 10a.] Unless within six days after notice 
of trial is given the cause shall be entered for trial by one 
party or the other, the notice of trial shall be no longer in 
force. This rule is not to apply in any case in which notice 
of trial has been already given or to trials not in London or 
Middlesex. 

14. [Ord. 36, r. 17.] The first sentence of ord. 36, r. 17, 
shall be altered as follows:—The party entering the action 
for trial shall deliver to the officer two copies cf the whole 
of the pleadings in the action, one of which shall be for the 
use of the judge. 

In the second sentence the worl “copies’’ shall be sub- 
stituted for “ copy.” 

15. [Ord. 61, r. 4a.] The offices of each district regis- 
trar of the High Court of Justice shall be open on every 
day and hour in the year on which the offices of the regis- 
trar of the county court of the place in which the district 
registry is situate are required to be kept open. 

16. [Ord. 58, r. 19.] In order to constitute divisional 
courts for the determination of appeals from inferior courts 
under section 45 of the Judicature Act, 1873, each division 
of the High Court of Justice shall, before the Ist of January, 
1876, select one of the judges of such division to act until the 
Ist of January, 1877, and so on before every Ist of January 
subsequent to the 1st of January, 1876, to act for the twelve 
months next ensuing. 

Any two or more of the judges so selected shall constitute 
a divisional court for the purpose of the said section. 

Any other judge of the High Court of Justice may, by 
arrangement between himself and any one of the judges so 
selected, act for such last-mentioned judge in any particular 
case or cases, or on any particular day or days. 

The judges so selected shall make such arrangements as 
they shall think fit, as to the manner in which application 
may be made to them, or any of them, in court or chambers 
under the 6th section of 38 & 39 Vict. c. 50, relative to ap- 
peals by motion under that Act. 
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APPENDIX. 
(A) 
Writ of Summons in Admiralty Action in rem. 
187 [Here put the letter and number. ] 
In the Hgh Court of Justice, 
Aaniralty Division. ; 
Between A. B., plaintiff, 
and 


the owners of the ° 
Victoria, by the Grace of God, &c. 

To the owners and parties interested in the ship or vessel 

,of the portof [or cargo &c., as the case may be |. 

We command you, that within eight days after the service 

of this writ, inclusive of the day of such service, you do 

cause an appearance to be entered for you in the Admiralty 

Division of our High Court of Justice in an action at the 

suit of A. B. ; and take notice that in default of your so do- 

ing the plaintiff may proceed therein, and judgment may be 

given in your absence. Witness, Hugh MacCalmont 

Baron Cairns, Lord High Chaucellor of Great Britain, 
this day of 9 SB sn 


Memorandum to Je subscribed on the Writ. 


N.B.—This writ is to be served within (twelve) calendar 
months from the date thereof, or, if renewed, from 
the date of such renewal, including the day of such 
date, and not afterwards. 

The defendant (or defendants) may appear hereto by 
entering an appearance (or appsarances) either personally 
or by solicitor at the [ ] office at ‘ 

Indorsement's to be made on the Writ before Issue thereof. 

The plaintiff's claim is for, &c. 

This writ was issued by E. F., of , solicitor for the 
said plaintiff, who resides at or, this writ was issued 
by the plaintiff in person, who resides at [mention 
the city, town, or parish, and also the name of the street 
and number of the house of the plaintiff's residence, if any]. 


Indorsement to be made on the Writ after Service thereof. 

The writ was served by X. Y. [here state the mode in 
which the service was effected, whether on the owner, or on 
the ship, cargo, or freight, sccording to ord.g9, rr. 10, 11, 
and 12, as the case may be] on , the day of = 


18. 
(Signed) c We & 
(B.) 


Warrant cf Arrest in Admiral'y Action in rem. 
187 [Here put the letter and number. 
In the High Court of Justice, 
Admiralty Division. 
Between A. B., plaintiff, 
and 
the owners of the ° 
Victoria, &. 

To the marshal of the Admiralty Division of our High 
Court of Justice, and to all and singular his substitutes. 
We hereby command you to arrest the ship or vessel . 
of the port of fand the cargo and freight, &c., as the 
case may be], and to keep the same under safe arrest, until 
you shall receive further orders from us. Witness, Hugh 
MacCalmont Baron Cairns, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, this day of , 18 





PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


Dec. 10, 1875. 


GOVERNMENT FONDS, 
3 per Cent. Consols, 933 | Annuities, April, ’#s, 93 
Ditto for Account, Jav. 5,944 | Do. (Red Sea T.) Ang. 1908 
3 per Cent. Reduced, 944 | Ex Bills, 21000, 24 per Ct. 5 pm 
New 3 per Cent., 944 | Ditto, £500, Do, 5pm 
Do, 34 perCent., Jan. 794 | Ditto, 2190 & £200, 5 pm. 
Do. 24 per Cont., Jan. ’94 | Bank of England Stock, 5 per 
Do. $ per Cent.,Jan.’73 Ct, (inst half-year), 259 
Annaities, Jan.’#0 — | Ditte or Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES, 


Ditto 5 per Cent., July, ’60, 107 xd, Ditto,54 per Cnt., May,°79 96 
Ditto for Account, — | Ditto Debentares, 4 per Cents 
Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct. "68,1053 | April, 64 

Ditto, ditto, Certificates — Do.Do,5 per Cent, , Aug. 73 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr.,sperCent.91 | Do. Bonds,4 per Cent. £1000 
2nd. Bnf.Pr.,4 » C.,Jar,’72 ) Ditto, dittc, under £1000 





<<<. 
RAILWAY STOCK. 





SE 
Railways. -|Closing Price, 





Stock! Bristol and Exeter 
Stook| Caledonian ... 
Stock| Glasgow and South-Western ..... 
Stock/Great Eastern Ordinary Stock sess 
Stock/Great Northern 
Stock} Do., A Stock* 
Stock|Great Southern and Western of Ireland ...... 

















Stock/Great Western—Original.....ssesesseeees 
Stock! Lancashire and Yorkshire sone 
Stock London, Brighton, and South Coast .....0.+0 
Stock; London, Chatham, and Dover.......s-eese0e 
Stock; London and North-Western ... ° 
Stock) London and South Westerfi.s..ecccceseees me 
Stock| Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln .....00 esee 
Stock| Metropolitan eveces 
BROCK!  D0., DUBTEIGE ecco cencoesesesesiorsee 
SOCK] Midland........essoressevsessovece 
Stock | North British 
Stock/ North Eastern 
Stock) North London we 
Stock! North Staffordshire .........0 papdiadimnacebiopoose’t 5 
Stock South Devon siecssseee- 

Btock South-Eastern .....cccccssecceesseeeeccensarsesceveecee] 100 





ae seeteeerener 


see een ee rene see senaeeree 




















*A receives no dividend uatil 6 per cent. has been paid to B, 


Monry MARKET AND Ciry INTELLIGENCE, 

The Bank rate has not been altered this week, but the 
reserve has improved nearly 2 per cent., being 414 against 
398 per cent. last week. In the foreign market there has 
been some slight fluctuation, but prices are about the same 
as this day week. Homerailways have nearly all improved, 
North British and Caledonian being particularly in request, 
Consols close at 94 to 94} ex div. for money, and 94! to 941 
for account. 

The directors of the Waterford, Dungarvan, and Lismore 

Railway Company invite, through Messrs. J. Collinson & 
Co., subscriptions for 16,000 tive per cent. guaranteed 
preferred shares, at the price of £10 63. for shares of £10. 
These shares comprise the unissued balance of the com- 
pany’s capital of £280,000. The city and county of Waterford 
guarantee, during the construction of theline—tive years—the 
payment of interest, and for thirty-five yearsafter the opening 
of the whole line, as provided by the Acts 35 & 36 Vict.c. 
106, and 36 & 37 Vict. c. 132. The line, which will be forty- 
three miles in length, commences at Waterford, which city 
possesses direct communication by steamers with Milford 
Haven, and the system of the Great Western Railway, 
besides with other important seaports, and will terminate 
at Lismore, where it will join the Fermoy and Lismore 
Railway, and will form with it the shortest and only direct 
communication, vi@ Waterford, between Cork and Killarney 
and the Great Western, the London and North-Western, 
the Midland, and other railways having termini in South 
Wales. The Great. Western Railway Company of England 
have entered into an agreement with the company for 
through rates by sea as well as by their respective railways, 
and generally for the interchange of traffic, and already 
considerable progress has been made in the construction of 
all three sections of the railway, the contractors undertak- 
ing that the line shall be fully completed and opened for 
traffic on or before the 3ist of March, 1878. The subserip- 
tion lists will be closed on Wednesday next, the 15th inst., 
for London, and on Thursday, the 16th inst., fur the coun- 
try. 
The directors of the Law Union Fire and Life Insurance 
Company have declared a dividend and bonus at the rate of 
18 per cent. per annum on the original paid-up capital for 
the half-year ending November 30. 





———«0 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS, 
Bacsuawe—De<e. 7, at 46, Belsize-square, Hampstead, the 
wife of W. H. G, Bagshawe, Q C., of a daughter. 
Pracock—Dec, 7, at 4, Morland-road, Addiscombe, Croydon, 
the wife of Richard H. Peacock, of Gray’s-inn, solicitor, of 
a daughter. 





MARRIAGE. 

Van Sompren—Weymourn—Dec. 4, at Madras, Godlieb 
George Bennett Van Someren, of Tellicherry and Cochin, 
barrister-at-law, eldest son of W, J. Van Someren, M.D., 
Deputy Surgevn-Major, Madras Presidency, to Emma Loui 
eldest daughter of K. ¥'. Weymouth, D,Lit., Head Master of 
Mill Hill School, Middlesex. 
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DEATHS. 

Braxe—Nov. 80, Fraacis John Blake, solicitor, of Norwich, 
years Treasurer of the County Lunatic Pn ge and 
irty-eight years Superintendent Registrar of the city of 

Norwich, aged 74. ; k é 
AgaptaM—Dec. 3, at Calsis, on his road to Mentone, the Right 
“fon. T. E. Headlam, Q.C., of Gilmonby Hall, Yorkshire, 

M.P. for Newcastle-on-Tyne from 1847 to 1878. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Fripay, Dec. 3, 1875. 
LimITED In CHaNnceRY. 
Chariton Iron Works Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, 
presented Dee 2, directed to be heard before the M.R. on Dec 11. 
Bell and Co, Bow Chuich yard, agents for Rodgers aud Co, Sheffield, 
solicitors for the petitioner. 


frimas Iron Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, prese nted . 


Deo 2, directed to be heard before the M.R, on Dec 11. William- 
son and Co, Sherborne lane, Xing William st, agents for Brewster and 
Stubbs, Middlesborough, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Gostling and Company, Limited.—By an order made by V.C, Bacon, 
dated Nov 23, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the 
above company be continued. Davis and Co, Moorgate st, soiicitors 

-for the petitioner, 

Newspaper Company, Limited—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 
1,tosend their names and addresses, and tne particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Samuel Lovelock, Colemanst. Thursday, Jan 20, 
at 13, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 


claims. 
Tusspay, Dec. 7, 1875. 
UnLIMired Is CHANCERY. 

South Wales Atlantic Steam Ship Company.—Petition for winding up, 
“presented Dec 6, directed to be beard before V.C. Hall on Dec 17. 
Nelson, Craven st, Charing cross, solicitor for the petitioners. 

LimITED In CHANCERY. 

British Imperial Insurance Corporation, Limited.—Petition for wina- 
ing vp, presented Nov 29, directed to be heard before V.C. Hall on 
Dec 17. Whites and Co, Budge row, Cannon st,'solicitors for the 
petitioner. 

British Imperial Insurance Corporation, Limited.—Petition for wind- 
ing up, presented | ec 2, directed to ba heard before V.C. Malins on 
Dec 17. Gregory and{Co, Bedford row, agents for Ascrotts, Preston, 
solicitors for the petitiioners. 

Bulkamore Magnetic Iron Ore Company, Limited.—Petition for wind- 
ing up, presented Dec 2, directed to be heard before the M.R. on 
Sstorday, Dec 18. Sharp ard Ullit:orne, Gray’s inn, agents for 
Neve and Rutter, Wolverhampton, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Cape Breton Company, Limited .—Creditors are required, on or be‘ore 
March 19, to send their names and addresses, and the particulers of 
their debts or claims, to Samuel Lowell Prize, Gresham st. Wednes- 
pay, March 27, at 12, is appoirted for hearing and adjudicating upon 
the debts and claims. 

Malvern Hotel Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, presented 
Dec 2, directed to be heard the M.R. on Sa urday, Dee 2. Champion 
and Co, Ironmonger jane, Cheapside, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Northumberland Engine Works Company, Limited.—Petition for wind- 
ing up, presented Dec 3, directed to be heard before V.C. Malins on 
Dec 17. Scott, South square, Gray’s inn, agent for Fairclough, 
Sanderland, solicitor for the petitioners. 

Taurine Cownpany, Limited.—Sy an order mede by the M.R., dated 
Nov 27, it was ordered that the above company be wound up. 
Wynne, Cornhill, agent for Simpson and Worth, Liverpool, solicitors 
for the petitioners, 

Volunteer Co-operative and General Equipment Company, Limited.— 
By an order made by the M R., dated Nov 27, it was ordered that 
the voluntary winding up of the above company be contiuned. 
Labrow and Woodbridge, Mitre court ecbambers, Temple, svlicitors 
for the petitioner. 


Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Fripay, Dec 3, 1875. 
Stoke Doyle Friendly Society, William Bettles, Stoke Doyle, Northamp- 
ton, Nov 22 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery, 
|Last Day of Proof. 
Tuxspay, Nov 30, 1875. 
Brackett, Charles, Queen sqnare, Bloomsbury, Gent. Dec2t, Bunyard 
¥McNeil, V.C. Bacon. Kerly, Great Winchester st 
nd, George, Queen st, Hammersmith. Dec 24. Cloud v Walker, 
V.0. Bacon. Room, Kouverie st, Fleet st 
Ormmbrook, Willam, High Holborn, Silversmith. Dac 3t. Crambrook 
“vFaulkner, V.C. Fall. Durant, Guildhall chamb rs, Basinghall st 
mn, Charles, Upper Grange rd, Old Kentrd. Dee 31. Richards v 
Poan, V.0. Hall. Green, Queen st 
ns, John, jun (otherwise John Lewis), Brecon, Ynisfelin, Pen- 
derrin, Farmer, Jani, James v Havard, M.k, Thomas, Brecon 
» Joseph, Upminster, Exsex, Esq. Dec 21, May v May, M.R. 
Hillearye, Fenchurch bui!dings, Fenchureh st 
art, Charles Augnetus, Manchester, Merchant. Dee 15, 
¥ Mewart, V.C. Heli. Hinde, Manchester 
heildon, Joseph, Alvechurch, Worcester, Farmer. D-c 31. Neale y 
Wheildon, V.0. Hall. Green, Queen st 
Frivay, Dec. 3, 1875, 
Burwash, Edwin Angustus, Beiverere, Kent, Notary Public. Jan 5, 
Burwash-Burwash v Waller, V.C. Malins. Chamberlain, Basing- 
Rt 
Butterfield, Richard Shackl»ton, Haworth, York, Merchant, May 4, 
De Montauban v Butterfield, V.C. racou, Killick, Bradford 
ze, George, Aldam Milla, York. Milter, and Elizabeth Cart- 


Dunlop 


_ ledge, Shetheid. Jani, Pearson v Bell, M.K, Wightman, Sheffield 


¢, Mary Hubbard, Maida vale. Jan 4, Mould v Blake, V.C. 
Bacon, White, Badge row 





Calpeper, John Bishop, Cornwall rd, Notting hill, Esq. Resident in 
England, Dec 27, out of England, Jan 26. Brett v Calpsper, M.It. 
James, Gray’s inn square 

Duckett, William Kilbam, Holbeach, Lincoln, Tobacconist. Jan 3. 
Taylor v Duckett, M.R. Caparn, Holbeach 

Harmar, David James, Bath, Exq. Dee 31, Harmar v Harmar, V.C. 
Malins. Williame, Bath 

Holden, Joseph, Clarence rd, Bow, Gent. Dec 30. Smeeton v May, 
V.C. Hall. Goldring, Southampton buildings, Chancery lana 

Jones, Mary Ann, Chester. JanJ. Bird v Fiddian, M.R. Donglas, 
Chester 

Lister, Arthur Thomas, Gainsborough, Lincoln, Anctioncer, 
Kirkwood v Lister, V.C. Bacon. Burton, Gainsborough 

Lloyd, Eliza, Dowlais, Glamorgan. Jan tl. Atkins v Atkins, V.C. 
Bacon. Simons and Plews, Merthyr ‘I'yafil 

Miiburn, John, Neweastie-upon-Tyne. Juni. Smith v Sopwith, ¥.C. 
Malins. Brown, Newcastle-upon-Tyse 

Welsh, Francis Roberts, Shir'ey, Haats. 
V.C. Hail. Lomer, Hants 


Tuespar, Dec. 7, 1875. 

Budd, Bryant, Reading, Berks, Gent. Jan i, Wooden v Beale, M.R. 
Martin, Reading 

Clark, William, Hanley rd, Islington. Jan 1. Clark v Clark, 7.¢. 
Malins. Layton, Ely place, Holvorn 

Fawcett, Thomas. Stockton-on-Tees, Durham, Gent. 
Faweett, V.C. Hall. Draper, Stockton-on-Te3s 

Jackson, William, Marquess 41d, Canonbury, Metal Merchant. Jan ¢. 
Jeffreys v Jackson, M.R. Holmes, Threadneedle st 

Machin, Mary Ann, Blagrave rd, Notting hill, Jan 1. 
Brown, M.R. Brown, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Kuight, Frederick Charles, Stoke Poges, Buckingham, Builder. Jan 
1. Hartey v Knight, V.c. Bacon. Darvili, Wiadsor 

Pugin, Edward Welby, Victoria st, Westminster, Architect. Jan 10. 
King v Pugin, V.C. Hail. Tucker and Co,King st, Cheapside 

Slack, Thomas, ShetHeld, Saw Manufacturer. Jan 15. Lawton v 
Ward, V.C. Hall. Tattersbali, Sheffield 

Walker, Amelia, Cheltenham, Gloucester. 
M.R. Newton, Coleman st 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Tvespay, Nov. 30, 1875. 
Ansell, Henry, Gaboou, Africa, Commercial Agent. 
jan, King Wiliam st 
Beck, Lancelot, Bristol, Merchant's Clerk. Des 21. 
court, Clement's lane 
Boardman, Willian, Blackbura, Lancashire, Artist. Jan 23. Southam, 
Manchester f 
Burton, Charlies James, Bedford hill terrace, Balham, Esq. 
Walker and Martineau, King’s rd, Gray’s inn 
Clarke, Henry, Knighton hail, Stafford, Farmer, 
Newport, Salop 
Davis, ‘nomas, Little Witley, Worcester, Carpenter. 
Cleodury Mortimer 
Deavin, Sarah, Devizes, Wilts. Jan 1. 
Ellis, George, S:o2kton-on-Tees, Darham, Builder. 
and Bolsover, Stuckton 
Fryer, John, Nottingham, Maltster. Dec 24, 
Gomareall, Jobn, Idle, York, Cloth Manufacturer. 
and Kav, Leeds 
Hagger, James, Paternoster row, Publisher. Jan 26. Crowther, Gray’s 
ina square 
Harvey, Cnarles Whitfield, Walton-on-the-Hill, Lancashire, Esq. Doc 
31. Cropper, Liverpool 
Holmes, Jotun shore, Great Ilford, Essex, Gent. 
Fenchurch st 
Holines, William Allen, Cornhill, Stock Broker, 
aud Walker, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Knowle:, Edward Frederic, Lower Belgravest, Pimlico, Grocer. Dec 
21. Child, William st, Albert gate 
Larder, ‘Titus, Harrow-on-the-Hill, Middlesex, Builder. Dae 31. 
Youngand Co, Essex st, Strand 
Lavick, John Handworth, Stafford, Meta! Spinner. 
mingham 
Martin, John George, Kiogsland rd, Shoreditch, 
Finsbury place south 
McLaren, William, New Cross rd, Gent. Jan 6. 
ampton st, Strand 
Nunn, Mary, Cneltenoham, Gloucester. Jan 1, 
Cheitenham 
Pell, Anna Maria, Bedford. 
Roxby, John Canham, Bridlington, York, Ketired Bakar. 
Harrison and Smith, Waketle’d 
Smith, George, Derby. Gent. Jan4. Gadaby, Derby 
Stoneham, Bernard Wills, Cotham, Bristol, Geat. 
Bristol 
Tasker, George Joseph, Hendon, Middlesex, Fly Master. 
Lewin and Co, Southampton st, Strand : 
Turnell, Frederick Joseph, Suettield, Wine Merchant. Dec 23. Simp- 
son, Sheflield 
Watkins, Rev Thomas, Brecon. Dac 3t. Williams, Brecon 
West, Charles Cradock, Siock Exchange. Dee 31, Pontifex, Andrew’ 
st, Holborn-circus 
Wiison, Stephen Austin, Ickleton, Cambridge, Farmer. Feb 24. Thar- 
good, Saffron Walden, Essex 
Fainar, Deo 3, 1875. 
Andereon, Charles, Park Street, nr St Albans, Hertford, Builder, Jan 31 
Pattison and Co, Lombard st 
Bawden, James, Devoaport, Davon, Iroamonger. Jaa l. 
Rundle, Levonport 
Beck, Lancelot, Kristol, Merchant's Clerk, 
court, Clement’s lane 
Benjamin, Lewyn Thomas, Ovate, Wilts. 
cock, Devizes 
Charnley, Henry, Elton, Lancashire, Gent, Dec 27. Grundy and Co, 


Dee 24. 


Dec3l. Pearcev Ninniag, 


Jan 8 For y 


Morgan v 


















Jai 4. Strong v Gregory, 


Janel. Anssll, 


Rhodes, Charch 


Jan 10. 
Jan 12. Heane, 
Dec 31. Trow, 


Day, Davizes 


Dec 26. Hunton 


Acton, Nottingham 
Dec 23. Dunning 


Dee 31. Godden, 


De: 27. Rickards 


Jan l7. Jelf, Bir- 


Dee 26. Watson, 

Lewin and Co, Soath- 
Ticehurst and Sons, 

Febd1. Sharman, Wellingborough 

Dee 31. 


Dec 31. Perrin, 


Jan 6, 


Beer and. 
Rhode:, Charch 


Des 3. 


Jan 24, Norris and Han- 


Bur 
Davis George, Shalford, Surrey, Farmer. Feb 1. Lovett, New ina 
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Doble, James. Lower Belgrave st, Pimlico, Publican. Jan 31, Back, 
Clepl 





p 1d, y ‘ 

Dodson, Charles Samuel, Howell st, Maida hill, Cab Proprietor, Deo 
31 Richardson, George st, Mansion House 

Drewe, Aurelius John Ellis, Bedminster, nr Bristol, Gent. Jan 24. 
Norris and Hancock, Devizes 

Fairlie. William Jordan, Carlisle, Cumberland, Manufacturer. Dec 31. 
Ostell, Carlisle ¥ 

Field, George, Littlebourne, Kent, Brewer. Dec 3l. Sankey and Co, 
Canterbury 

George, Richard, Newtown, Montgomery, Innkeeper. Feb 1. Powell, 
Newtown 

Gilbert, Georse, Pendleton, nr Manchester, Contractor. Dec 31. 
Marriott and Woodall, Manchester 

Harrison, Tiwmas, Hall Garth, York, Gent. Jan 26. Stamp aud Co, 


Hult 
Horsfall, Jin, Todmorden, York, Engineer. Jan 1, Eastwood, Tod- 
morden 
Irvine, Susanna, Geneva, Switzarland. 
Bouna@ry rd, St John’s wood 
Jenson.George, Bloxwich, Stafford, Gent, Feb!. Flewkerani Page, 
Wolerhampton : 
Lanyot, Samuel, Lanner, Cornwall, Farmer. Feb 1. Chilcott 
Low+ter, James Botterill, Baverley, York, Coal Merchant. Jan 16. 
Rodinson and Son, Beverley 
Mattnews, Elizabetu, Newent, Gloucester. Corke, Pit 8}, 
Gloucester 
Merriman, James, Charch Gresley, Darby, Builder. 
Ashby-de-la-Zouch 
‘Oakes, Henry James, Nowton Court, Suffolk, Esq. 
and Son, Bury St Edmunds 
Pethebri¢ge. Anthony, Barastap'e, Devon, Gent. Dee 7. 
Son, Barnstaple 
Plant, Edwin, Ea t Retford, Nottingham, Draper. Dec 31. 
and Co, Retford 
Raynor, Charies, Ingoldmellis, Lincoln, Farmer. Jan t. Staniland and 
Wigelsworth, Boston : 
Rowlatt, Thamas, Walkern Place, Hertford, Farmer. 
Pancreft, Wooliatt, Watten 
Saundesr, Eliza, Hampstead st, Fitzroy square. Dec 31. 
George st, Mansion House 
Stuart, Elizateth, Cadogan place. Jan 29, Capron and Co, Savile place, 
Condu t st 
Tavior. Heney, Wolverton, Warwick, Farmer. Dac 20. 
Dec 15. 


Jan 1, Charies Goodwyn, 


Jan |. 


Ja17. Brown, 


Feb 17. § parke 
Toller and 
Marshall 


Dec 27. Joha 


Richardeon, 


Snape end 
Goule, Warwick 

Tutor, Mary, Cottage place, Brompton square. 
Uilithorne, Field court, Gray’s inn 

Wes, John, Biggleswade, Bedford, Gardener. 
Biggleswade 

Wickens, George, Chiddingly, Sussex, Miller. 
Cliffe, Lewes 

Williamson, Jovn, Ripley, York,Esq. Dee 31, Gill, Kaareaborouzh 

Wilson, Richard, East Buiden, vucham, Saipowazr. Nov20. Blair, 
South Shields 

Wo deate, Rev Henry Arthar, Belbroughton, Worcester. Dac 30. 
H.rwards aad Co, Stourbridge 


Sharp and 
Jan 15. 
Jan 14, 


Chapman, 


Hillmin, 


Tvegspay, Dec. 7, 1875. 
Alleard, Ann, Mincheter, March 25. Bond anf Son, Manchester 
Anderson, Warren Hastings, Ryde, Isle of Wight. Jan4. Heck, Fen- 
church st 
Anseli, Henry, Gaboon, Africa, Commercia! Agent. 
Jun, King William st 
Bary, Thomas, Oxton, Cheshire, Wine Merchant. Jan 15. Qainn and 
Sons, Liverpool 
Bingham, Sarah, William st, Albert gate, 
Fr ederick’s piace, Old Jewry 
Cheatle, Ch«ries, Stumidelpi, Warwick, Farmer. Feb 14. Argyle and 
Sous, Tamworth 
Evelyn, James, Captain H. M. 720d Fuot. 
Lineolo’s inu 
Fox, Thomas, Liciifield, Hotel Keeper. Dec 31. 
Liebfielu 
Giliing. tleary, Sowerby, York,Geat. Jan5. Arrowsmith and Rici- 
ardsoa, Thirsk 
€o.dail, tmanuel, Birmingham, Banker's Clerx. 
Bickley, Birmingham 
Aart, Henry, Pall mal’, Army Ciothier. March 15. Pikeand Son, Old 
Burlington st 
Lioyd, Lewis, Rbyl, Fiint, G nv. Dee 3!, Ssson and George, Rhyl 
Martin, Alethea Worrall, Somerses st, Purtman square. Jaa 14, 
Niebo!:on and Co, Lime st 
Moffat, Tuomas, Birkenhead, Cheshire, Fish Factor. 
son and George, Khyi 
i Thomas, Prestatyn, Flint,Gent. Jan 1. Sisson and George, 
thy 
Presu.n, Ann, Lower Darwen, Lancashire. 
Darwen 
Pagh, William, Coslport, Salop, Gent. Feb!. P tts, Broseley 
Radc! fle, Emily, Bristol. Dee 30, Hlackbarue, Bristol 
Rippington, Joho, Marston, Oxford, Farmer. Jan 5. Hawkins, Oxford 
Kobson, Kichard, El-ington, York, Gent. Febl. Wood, York 
Sanderson, Georgey Mansfield, Nottingham, Land Surveyor, Jan 1. 
Tomlin, Richmond, York 
aw, Joun, Bacop, Lancashire, Signe Dealer. Marci 3. Wright, 
acup 
Sidebotham, John, Kingston House, nr Hyde, Cheshi 3q. 
Earle and Co, Manchester 1 hae nates seam a 
Souster, William, Twickenham, Middlesex, Gent, 
sud Winckworth, Abingdon st, Westminster 
Tozer, Bet jamin Artuur, Neath, Glamorgan, E«q. 
Neath 
Venavies, William Gilber’, Altrincham, Cheshire, Solicitor. 
Pw pao Manchester 
teway, Thomas, Keading, Berks, Licensed ° 
Eikiua, Heading 5 £, 9 Victualler. 
Wilkin, Joun, Spring gardens, Esq. 
divbert et, Adeiphi 


June l. Ansell, 


Jan 15. Tathams and Co, 


Feo 3. Walters and Qo, 


Barnes and Russel’, 


Jan3. Buller and 


Dec3l. Sis- 


Dec 20. Costeker, Over 


Jan tl. 
Feb |. 
Dac 31, 


Trollope 
Curtis, 
Dec 31. 
Jan 12. 


Jan 20. Lefroy and Susppard’ 





—= 


Bankrapts. 
Fripay, Dec. 3, 1875. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender in London. 
Chadwick, William, Clement’s lane, Merchant. Pet June 28. Brougham 
Dec 14 at 12.30 * 
Fearns, Francis Henry, Marlborough works, Peckham, Pailosophity 
Instrument Maker. Pet Nov 30. Hazlitt. Dec li at 12 
Ridge, James, Claro terrace, Richmond rd, South Kensington. Pet Deg 
1, Spring-Rice. Dec 21 at 12 
Schaltz, Alfred Ebenezer, King’srd, Chelsea, Wins Merchant, Pet Dee 
2. Pepys. Dec l5at 12.30 
Swan, James, L3a cut, Bow, Oil Merchant. Pet Dee |. 
Dec 21 at 11.30 


Spring-Riee, 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Bertlesteine, Harris, Manchester, Waterproof Garment Manufacturer, 
Pet Dec 2. Kay. Manchester, Dec 16 at 9.30 

Bond, Mark, Newport, Monmouta, Baker. Pet Nov30. Davis. New. 
port, Dec 16 at 12 

Capstaff, Thomas, West Hartlepool, Durnam, Grease M nu fastarar, 
Pet Nov30. Etlis, Sunderland, Dec 15 at 3.30 

Ellis, Robert, Haddenham, Cambridge, Farmer. Pet Nov 39. Ealen, 
Cambridge, Dec 21 at 2,30 

Hatch, Walter Mooney, Sreat Budworth, Cheshire, Schoolmaster, Pet 
Nov 30. Speakman. Crewe, Dec 16 at Ll ? 

Holbrook, Joseph, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Pianist. Pet Nov 29. Part. 
ridge. King’s Lynn, Dec 16 at | 

Hooper, Howard Joseph, Lewisham, Kent, Salesman. Pet Nov 26, 
Pitt-Tayior. Greenwich, Dec 17 at2 

Studs, Edward, Salisbury, Wiits, Coal Merchant. Pet Nov 29. Wilson, 
Salisbury, Dec 15 at 1.15 

ToespayY, Dec. 7, 1875. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act,1869. 
Creditors must turward their proots of debts tu cue Re gistrar, 
To Surrender in London, 

Joynes, Edwin, Marchmout st, Brunswick square, Butcher. Pet Dc 9, 
Pepys. Des 2) atl 

Powell, Joseph ‘Tringham, Bernard st, Russell square. Pet Dee 3, 
Keene. Dec l7atli 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Corder, Frederick, Godalming, Surrey, Hotel Keeper. Pet Dac 3, 
White. Guildford, Dec 18 at 12 

Davidson, William, Clee, Linc»in, Draper. Pet Dee 1, 
Great Grimsby, Dec 27 at 12 

Harris, William James, and John Melvin, Birrow-in-Furness, Tanea- 
shire, Wine Merchants,.Pet Dec 1. Postlethwaite. Ulverston, Dee 21 
at2 

Sharpe, Samuel, Wes‘on, Nottingham, Maltster. Pet De: 3. Uppleby, 
Lincoln, Dec 20 at 1.3) 

Turner, Wiliam Philp, Chesterfield villas, Falcon rd, Clapham, Bailder, 
Pet Nov 3). Willoughby. Wandsworth, Dec 5) at It 

Waiawright, John Wiison, Upton park Farm, Silop, Farmer. Pet Dae 
3. Potts, Madeley, Dec 21 at l2 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEESFINGs OF CREDILORS, 
Faipar, Dec, 3, 1875. 

Ablett, William Henry, Aldermanbury, Agent. Dec 16 at 12 at offices 
of Philpot:, Guildhall chambers 

Allison, Joseph Edward, Bradtord, Yor’, Bookse!lar. Dec 17 at 10 at 
ottices of Peel and Gaunt, Cnapel lane, Bradford . 

Ashby, Elijah, Kenton cottages, Kenton rd, South Hacnay, Com 
mercial Clerk. Dee 17 ac2 at offices of S.ater and Pannell, Guild 
hall chambers, Basinghailes, Parry, Basinghall st 

Backhouse, John, Bradtord, Yors, Upholsterer. Dee 13 at 2 at o'fices 
of Gamble and Harvey, Gresham baitdiogs, Basinghall at 

Baily, Augustas Hoilick, and Jolin William Baily, Walsall, Stafford, 
Hosiers. Dec 17 at1l at offices of Glover, Park st, Wals li 

Bainbridge, Joseoh Hardy, North O-mssdy, York, builder. Dee IL at 
11 at offices of Tea'e, Middiesborough 

Ballard, John, Moulescombe Farm, Sussex, Farmer. Doc 18 at 3 at 
the Old Ship Hotel, King’s rd, Brighton. Sympson aad C), Golden 

uare 

Pe ong Z2pianiah Wiliam, Willenhall, Stafford, Assistant toa Provision 
Deuler, Dec 16 at 11 at offices of Stratton and Rudiand, Queen #t, 
Wolverhampton 

Bell, William, Carlisle, Cumberland, Wine Merchant. Dec 13 at Il at 
offices of ‘Tnornburn, Bank st, Carlisle 

Bennett, Ezidor, Manchester, Photographer. Dec 20 at 3 at offices of 
Sampson, S,uth King st, Mancnester 

Berry, George, Ipswict, Suffolk, Nur eryman, Dec LT at 2 at offizes 
of Juackaman and Sons, Silent st, Ipswich 

Birchenough, John, Leicester, Dyer, Wee 18 at 12 at offices of Wright, 
Milistune lane, Leicester 

Blick, James, Worcester, Upholsterer. Dec 13 at 11 at offices of 
Daignan and Smiles, Bedfurd row. Corbett, Worceste- 

Bowles, Henry, Farnworth, Lancashire, Bout Maker. Deo ld at8 at 
offices of Gooden, Mawdsiey st, Bolton 

Brahata, James, High st, Croydon, Boot Maker. Dec 21 at 2 at office 
of Rogers, Circus plice, Finsbury circus. tarcis and Godwia, Moor 
gate et 

Braur, Henry Frederick Danie’, Ely place, Ho!bora, Glass Ageut. Dee 
14 at 3 at offices of Scott, King st, Cheapside 

Brereton, Edwina, Sandbacu, Cueshire, Coal Merchant. Des 1s at il at 
o'tices of La‘ham and Bygott, Market st, Crewe 

Buddie, David, Upper Thames st, Varnish Manufacturer, Dae 17 at? 
offices of Green, Ludgate hill. Morris, Paternoster row 

Cassell, Abratiam, west Hartlepou', Durnam, Jew-ller, Des 16 at 12 
ab offices of Hodgeon, Waterloo st, Birwmingnam 

Chambers, George, Bali’s Pond ru, Kingsland, failor, Dec 16 at 2 a6 
the Crown Hoel, High Holborn. Lucas, Ciiford’s inn 

Chil ingworth, John, Coombe, Hants, Farmer, Doc 16 at 11 at 0 Boe 
of Grabam «nd Sun, St Mury’s nill, Newoury 

Cleag, Witliam Henry, and Samael Cardweil Nicholson, Manciester, 
Pruoters, Dec 22 at 11 at offices of Hokinson, Sco James sqaate 
Manchester 


Daubdaey, 
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Coop, Robert, Oldham, Lancashire, Mill Furnisher. Dec 21 at 3 at the 
Glarence Hotel, Spring gardens, Manchester, Ponsonby, Oldham 

Crathor ne, Robert Leeds, Commission Agent. Dec 17 ac3 at offices 
of Malcolm, Park row, Leeds 

Croley, Alfred, Farnworth, La reashire, Printer. Dec 20 at 3 at 
ofices of Grundy, Oxtord st, Bolton 

Gtowthers, Cuthbert, Willington quay, Northumberland, Beerhouse 
Keeper. Dec 15 at 3 at offices of Duncan and Duncan, Market place, 
South elda 

Dakin, Henry Knowles, Leicester, Wholesale Clothier. Dec 16 at 3 
offices of Owston, Friar lane, Leicester 

Daniels, John, Burton, Cheshir’, Farmer. Dec 20 at 2 30 at offices of 
Bridgman and Co, Newgate st, Chester 

D'Arcy, Joseph William, and Walter Richard Jackson, Epsom, Surrey, 
Hotel Proprietor. Dec 22 at 2 at offices of Broads and Co, Walbrook. 
Walis, Walbrook 

Davis, Alfred Thomas, Huddersfield, York, Dentist. Dee 11 at 11 at 
offices of Barker ano Sons, Estate buildings, Huddersfield 

Dobns, Charles, Roge'ey, Stufford, Saddter. Dec 14 at 1! at offices of 
Glover, Park st, Watsail 

Doff, Charles Albert, Gateshead, Durham, Glass Engraver. Dec 10 
at 12 at offices of Von Dommer, Pilgrim st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 


Dapen, Sharrock Semmens, Portishend, Somerset, Hotel Keeper. Dec 


17 at 12 at offices of Burges and Co, Lion chambers, Bristol 

Edwards, George, jun, Milton-next-Gravesend, Kent, I-onmonger. Dec 
}6 at 2 at offices of Pullen, Harp lane, Great Tower st 

Biches, Enocn, Widnes, Lancashire, Watch Maker, Dec 17 at 12 at 
ofticss of Boyle, Cairo st chambers, Warrington 

fell, James, Vewsbury, York, Tailor. Dec 13 ut 11 at offices of Ridg- 
way, Churci: st, Dewsbury 

Fowler, James, Bristol, Metal Broker. Dec 15 at 2 at offices of Barnard 
and Co, Albion ehambers, Bristol. Fry and Co, Bristol 

Forze, Charies, Leeds, York, Confectioner. Dec 15 at 3 at offices of 
Walker, East parade, Leeds 

Garbutt, William, jun, Darlington, Durham, Vommission Agent. Dee 
22 at 11 at offices of Stevenson and Meek, Paradise terrace, Darling- 


ton 
Gee. William Henry, Nottingham, Elastic Web Merchant. Dec 22 at 
12 atthe Assembly Rooms, Low pavement, Nottingkam. Richards, 
Nottingham 
Gessey, William, Ipswich, Suffolk, Tobacc»nist. Dec 22 at 11 at offices 
of Watts, Butter market. )pswich 
Gibson, William, Knaresborough, York, Butcher. Dec 17 at 1 at offices 
of Farmery, Knaresborough 
Hales, William, Bristol, Hat Manufacturer. Dec 6 at 11 at offices of 
Esrery, Guildhall, Broad st, Bristol 
Hempeon, John, Normanton, York, Boot Maker. Dec 23 at Il at the 
Eephant and Castle Inn, Westgate, Wakefield. Stringer 
Hartley, William, Barwick-in-Eimet, York, Farmer. Dec 16 at2 at 
¢ffices of Simpson and Burrell, Albion st, Leeds 
Havkyard, Thomas, and James Hawkyard, Littleborough, Lancashire, 
Woollen Waste Dealers. Dec 15 at 3 at offices of Ashworth, York- 
shire st, Rochdale 
Henley, Edward, West Rromwich. Stafford, Carpenter. Dec 17 at 11 
at offices of Topham, High st, West Bromwich 
Hirsch field, Hymen, West Hartlepool, Durham, Jeweller. 
at othces of Hodgson, Waterloo st, Birmingnam 
Hitchon, Peter, Blackbarn, Lancashire, Innkeeper. Dec 15 at 2.30 at 
offices of Backh -use, St John’s place, Blackburn 
Hodge, George, Cheltenham, Gl , out of business. 
& offices of Chesshyre, Regent st, Cheltenham 
Hollie, George Frederick, Birmiegham, Coal Dealer. 
offices of Grove, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 
Hurdle, Welter Samue!, Yeovil, Somerset, Cheese Factor. Dec 15 at 11 
atthe Mermaid Hotel, Yeovil. Watts, Yeovil 
Harrell, Stephen, Bury St Edmunds, Suff 1k, Carter. 
the Guildhati, Bury St Edmunds. Gross 
Jackson, Jamer, and Char'es Wesley Cowper, Ashton-under-Lyne, Lan- 
cushire, Builders, Dec 2l at 11 at offices of Lord and Son, Stamtord 
#, Ashton-under-Lyne 
Jennings, George, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler. Dec 15 at 2 at 
offices of Jacques, Cherry st, Birmingham 
Jones, Alfied David, Postern rd, Tower hill, Engineer.’ Factor. Dec 10 
at $ at offices of Chipperfield, Trinity st, Southwark 
Jones, John, Aigburth rd, or Liverpoo!, Chemist. Dec 15 at 3 at offices 
of Keilringer, North Juhn at, Liverpool 
Jones, William, Talbot ro, Bayswater, no occupation, Dec 24 at 4 at 
offiees of Crook and Smith, Fenchurch at 
Kempster, Isaac, Naphil', Buckingham, Labourer. Dec 18 at 4 at the 
Fa‘con Hotel, High Wycombe. Rawson, Great Marlow 
Kirby, Joseph, Leicester, Butcher, Dec 16 at 12 at oitices of Fowler 
and Co, Grey rziare chambers, Friar lare, Leicester 
laidlaw, Willtam, Leeds, Draper. Dec 16 at 3 at offices of Neill, Kirk- 
gate, Bradford 
an, Juhn Greene, Le'cester, Commission Agent. 
otticee of Hunter, Halford st, Leicester 
Lely, Cubitt Johnson, Huppisburgh, Norfolk, Farmer. Dec 14 at 3 at 
offices of Coaks, Bank plain, Norwich 
yer, Richard, Greenhithe, Kent, Builder. Dec 15 at 12 at offices o 
Kemp and Co, Canncn st. Plunkett, Greenhithe 
i, Thomas, teasemore, Berks, Carrier, Dee 15 at Li atthe White 
Hart Hotel, Market place, Newbury. Cave, Newbary 
Ii, William, Lichfield, Mercer, Dec 20 at l at the Swan Hotel, 
Lichfield. Russell, Lichfiela 
Meulove, Arthur, aid James Charles Menlove, Li verpro!, Fellmongers. 
tre 17 at !2 at offices of Holt, Union st, Castle st, Liverpool. Norris 
and Sons, Liverpool 
Milington, John, Litchurch, Derby, Market Gardener. Dec 16 at 3 at 
Oftices nf Gretton, Corn Market, Derby 
» Thomas, jun, St George's place, Knightsbridge, Bootmaker. Dec 
Wav 2 at cfficcs of Steilard, south Molton st, Oxford st 
tay, William, Carlisle, Brewers Dec 16 at 3 at otfices of Wannop, 
hers court, Scotch »t, Carlisle 
Deo 15 


Dec 16 at 3 





Dac 16 at 3 
Dec 16 at 2 at 


Dsc 20 at 12 at 


Dec 9 at 12 at 


Myer, Aaron Abraham, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Cabinet Maker. 
At 12 at offices of Stanford, Collingwood at, Newcastie-upon-Tyne 
» William Haigh, Huddersfield, York, Butcher, Dec 20 at 8 at 
ot Ramaden and Sykes, John Wil iam st, Huddersfield 
olds, Reubert, Barton Turf, Norfolk, Farmer. Dec 15 at 8 at office 
@Sadd and Linay, Church st, Th atre st, Norwich 





Peach, George John, North Malvern, Worcester, Accountant. Dec 10 
at 12 at offices of Corbett, Avenue House. The Cross, Worcester 

Pearce, Charles, Tavistock crescent, Wesibourne park, Licensed 
Victualler. Dec 14 at 2 at Peele’s C ifes House, Fleet st. Greaves, 
Renfrew rd, Lower Kennington lane 

Piper, James, Chatham, Kent, Licensed Victuiller. Dec 13 at 11 at 
Offices of Hayward, High st, Rechester 

Preller, Emitius. and Frederick Evil Schlesinger, Bradford, York, Silk 
Merchants. Dec 15 at 11 at offices of Taylor and Co, Piccadilly, 
Bradtord 

Price, Edward, Birmingham, Brass Founder. Dec 14 at 3 at offices of 
Parry, Bennets’s hitl, Birmingham 

Roeffaei, Mor-e, and Eliassaf Raffeel, Fenchorch st, Merchants. Jan 29 
at 2 at offices of Abrahams and Roffey, Old Jewry 

Rollason, William. Edgware rd, Tin Piate Worker. Dec 24 at 3 at offices 
of Fleet, Hatton garden 

Rough, David, Anerley, Sarrey, Merchant's Clerk- Dec 21 at 3 at offices 
ef Ramskill, ‘Fenchurch st 

Ryder, John, Bridgewater, Somerset, Coach Wheeler. Dec 16 at 3 at 
offices of Chapman, King squars, Bridgewater 

Scott, James, Huddersfield, York, Rope Maker, Dec 16 at 3 at offices of 
Learoyd and Co, Buxton rd, Huddersfield 

Sharman, William, Bariow st, Fast st, Uld Kent rd, Egg Merchant, 
Dec 20 at 2 at offices of Michael, Great Winchester st 

Shephards, John, Car Colston, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler. Dec 
20 at 12 at offices of Actun, Victoria st, Nottingham 

Shotten. John Fenwick, Longhurst Station, Northumberland, Jeweller. 
uae 18 at 12 at offices uf Wilson, Collingwood st, Newcastle-upon- 

'yne 

Silvester, Henry Augustus, Southfleet, Kent, Market Gardener. Dec 20 
at %.30 at the New Falcon Inn, Gravesend. Drawbridge and Bertie, 
Gravesend 

Skinner, George Alfred, Lower Whitecross st, Fancy Box Manufacturer. 
Dec 10 at 3 at offices of Cooper, Chancery lane 

Smith, Charles Frederick, Duke st, Southwark, Beerhouse Keeper. Dec 
20 at 1 at offices ot Simpson and Palmer, Borough High et, Southwark 

Staniforth, Richard, Reedness, York, Flax Dresser. Dec 16 at 2 at offices 
of Hina, Bank’s terrace, Goole 

Stephenson, Asher. Ieeds. York, Draper. Dec 15 at 3 at offices of 
Granger, Bank st, Leeds 

Stephenson, William Henry, Guisley, York, Cabinet Maker. Dec ldat 
3 at offices of Lodge, Park row, Leeds 

Surridge, James Benjamin, Commercial rd, Peckham, House Decorator, 
Dec 13 at 12 at offices of Moss, Gracechurch st 

Terry, Thomas Evinson, Scarboronzh, York, Coal Merchant, Dec 15 
at 3 at offices of Rawson and Co, Piccadilly, Bradford 

Thomas, William, Sandown, Isle of Wight, Butcher. Dec 18 at 3 at 
the Star Hotel, Newvort. Urry, Ventnor . 

Trimble, Joseph, Manchester, Paper Deaer. Dec 28 at 3 at offices of 
Chorlton, Br at, Manchest 

Turner, James, Manchester, Paper Dealer, 
Chorlton, Brazennose s:, Manchester 

Tyler, Edward Alfred, East Iisiey, Berks, Surgeon. Dec 13 at 1 at 
offices of Hendriks, New Cavendish st, Portland place 

Wallis, Serjeant, Grantchesier, Cambridge. Farmer. Dec 16 at 12 at 
oftices of Ellison and Burrows, Alexandra st, Cambridge 

Webeter, George, aud John Webster, Rochdale, Lancashire, Silk Spinuers. 
Dec 17 at 3 at the Wheat Sheaf Hote!, Fennel st, Manchester. Stand- 
ring, Rochdale 

White, George, Camden rd, Camden Town, Dentist. Dec 1! at 10.15 at 
offices of Hicks, Globe rd, Mile end 

Wiffen, Arthur, Stanstead Moun:fitchett, Essex, Corn Merchant. Dec 
18 at 12 at the Green Dragon Hotel, Bishopsgate st within. Baker 

Williams, Wiliiam, Lymm, Cheshire, Stone Mason. Dec 13 at 1! at offices 
of kidgway, Cairo st, Warrington 

Yewdall, John, Bowling, Bradford, York, Grocer. Dec 15 at 10 at 
offices of Peel and Gaunt, Chapel lane, Bradfo 


REAL 
TURKEY CARPETS 


IMPORTED BY 


TRELOAR & SONS: 
69, LUDGATE-HILL, LONDON. 
EDE AND SON, 
ROBE at MAKERS. 
BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


v Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial Bench, 
Corporation of London, &c. 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 


BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL'S DITTO, 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS, BC 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


ORD WEYMOUTH’S GRAMMAR SCHOOL, 

4 Warminster (examined by the Joint University Soard).—Patron, 
The Most Noble the Marquis ef BATH; Head-Master, Dr. CHARLES 
ALCOCK, M.A.—The School course prepares for the Professions, the 
Universities, and the Competitive Examinations generally. Last year 
20 percent. (13 pupils) of the whole School passed the Oxford Locals; 
28 per cent. (18 pupile—7 in honours) this year—the highest average, ic 
is believed, attained by any school. Also a First Class at Oxford, an 
Entrance to the Royal Indian Civil Engineering College, and a Matricu- 
lation at London University (First Division), References to Barristers 
and Solicitors having Sons in the School, which is specially recom- 
mended to the notics of Members of the Legal Profession, 

Terms, strictly inclusive, 42 to 54 guineas per annam. 

For prospectus and list of distinctions address the Head-Master. 





Dec 21 at 3 at offices of 
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THE SOLICITORS’ 


Dec. 11, 1875, 





JO URNAL. 








NATIONAL 


THE DIRECTORS G 


PROVINCIAL BANK OF ENGLAND. 


IVE NOTICE THAT A 


BRANCH OF THIS BANK, TO BE CALLED THE LINCOLN’S-INN BRANCH, 


WILL BE OPENED IN TI 


NO. 8, SERLE 


{E TEMPORARY PREMISES, 


-STREET,  W.G: 


ON MONDAY, 13th DECEMBER NEXT. 


HORN 


MR. 


112, Bishopsgate-street, E.C., 
Nov. 16, 1875. 


W. 


ER, MANAGER. 


E. ATKINSON, } Joint General 
W. HOLT, Managers. 





MR. MCRGAN LLOYD'S WORK ON JUDICATURE ACTS. 








NOW READY, 


THE SUPREME COURT 


DEMY 8vo, 18s., 


OF JUDICATURE ACTS, 


1873-5, 


AND THE RULES OF COURT, 


FORMS, AND SCALE OF FEES, 


WITH INTRODUCTION, NOTES, AND INDEX. 


BY MORGAN LLoO 


VD... B80... O20, 22: 





DALDY, ISBISTER, & CO., 56, LUDGATE-HILL, E.C. 








W O8KS by ALFRED S. TAYLOR, 
M.D., F.R.S, 


THE PRINCIPLES and PRACTICE of MEDICAL JURISPRUDENCE. 
Second Edition, with 189 Wood Engravings, 2 vols., Svo, 31s. 6d. 
A MANUAL of MEDICAL JURISPRUDENCE. Ninth Edition, ‘with 
55 Engravings, crown 8vo, 14s. 
ON POISONS in RELATION to MEDICAL JURISPRUDENCE and 
— Third Euition, with !04 Eagravings, crown 8vo, 
f. 

“ We congratulate the profession on the fuct that Dr. Taylor, whose 
position as a medical jurist in this country is in the toremost rank, has 
thus combined and arranged his greut stores of medico-legal know- 
ledge.”—* Brit. Med. Jour.” 

J, & A. Cuuacuit,, New Burlington-street. 








CHITTY’S LAW OF CONTRACTS.—Tenva Epition, 
Just published, royal 8vo, price £1 12s., 


A TREATISE ON THE LAW OF CONTRACTS, 
and upon THE DEFENCES TO ACTIONS THEREON, 
JOSEPH CHITTY, Jun., Esq. 
SELL, Esq., LL.B., one of her Mujcsty’s Counsel, and a Judge of 
County Cuurts. 
London: I. Sweet, 3, Chancery-lane, Law Publisher. 





Now ready, one vol., royal #vo, price 15s., cloth, 
UDICATURE ACTS, 1873 and 1875, CONSOLI- 
DATION, to which is prefixed an Introduction, with Rules of 
Court, Forms, Annotations, and Index. By Sir PATRICK CULQU- 
HOUN, QC. 
London: Crayton & Co., 17, Bouverie-street, Fleet-street. 





WITH SUPPLEMENT TO 1875. 
Ina thick volume, fcap. 8vo, price9s,,cloth, 
HE CABINET LAWYER; a Popular Digest of 
the Laws of England, Civil, Criminal, and Constitatiunal ; in- 


tended for Piactical Use and General Information, and adapted for the | 


Reterence of Solicitors, Attorneys, Magistrates, Justices of tne Peace, 
Members of Parliament, and Country Gentlemen. Twenty-fourth Edi- 
tion, witb Supplements giving an Alphabetical Arrangement the Effect 
of the Legislation of the Years 1874 and 1875. 
*,* The Supplement comprisicg the Legislation of 1875 may be had 
separately, price One Shilling. 
- London: Lonemans & Co. 
Price 3s., by post 3s. 2d., : 
TVORCE.—The Law of Divorce, Separation, &c. 
By R. C. DEWY, Solicitor, 64, Mark-lane, London. 
** A clear statement of the law, weil worth its price.”—* Law Times.” 
London: Loncmans & Co., Paternoster-row. 





Now ready, price 9d., 
'FVHE LAW ALMANACK for 1876. Revised and 


corrected comformably with the Judicature Acts. 
Tuomas Scott, Law Publisher and Printer, Warwick-court, Holborn, 
and sold by all Law Booksellers and Stationers. 


By | 
The Tenth Edition, by JOHN A. RUs-} | 


[Mat AGRA BANK (LIMITED) 

| Established in 1833,—Capita), £1,000,000, 

| HEAD OFFICE—NICHOLAS-LANE, LOMBARD-STREET, LONDON 

| Szancnes in Edinburgh, Calcutta, Bombay, Madras, Kurrachee, Agr 
Lahore, Shanghai, Hong Kong. 

Current Accounts are Kept at the Head Otfice on the terms cus 
tomary with London bankers, and interest allowed when the credit 
balance doesnot fall below £100. 

Deposits received tor tixed periods on the following terms, viz.:— 
At 5 percent. per annam, subject to 12 months’ notice of withdrawal 
For shorter periods deposits will be received on terms to be agreed upon 

Bits issued at the current exchange of the day on any of the Branches 
of the Bank free of extra charge; and approved bills purchased or sent 
for collection, 

Sates anv Puscaassés effected in British and foreign securities, ip 
East India Stock and loans, and the safe custody of the same undertakes 

Interest drawn, and army, navy, nd civil pay and pensions realised, 

Every other description of banking business and money 
British and Indian, transacted. J. THOMSON, Chairman, 








LONDON GAZETTE (published by anthorityy and LUNDON aad 
COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE. 
No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 
H ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, begs to 
direct the attention of the Legal Profession to the advantages 
of his long experience of upwards of thirty years, in the special in 
sertion of all pro forma notices, &c., and hereby solicits their continued 
support.—N.B. One copy of advertisement only required, and the strictest 
care and promptitude assured. Officia!ly stamped forms for advertise- 
ment and file of ‘* London Gazette” kept, By appointment. 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER, 


WHOLESALE AND RETAIL STATIONERS 
192, Fleet-street, and | & 2, Chancery-lane, London, E.C. 


Carriage paid to the Country on Orders exceeding 20s. 
Drart Paper, 5s., 6s. 6d., 73. 6d,, 78, 9d., and 9s. 9d. per ream. 
Baixe Papxr, 15s. 6d., 17s. 6d., and 23s, 6d. per ream. 

Foorscap Paper, 10s, 6d., 14s. 6d., and 18s. 6d, per ream. 

Cream-Laip Nore, 3s., 48,, and 5s, per ream, 

LARGE Cukam-Lalp Note, 4s. 6d., 6s. 6d., and 8s. per ream, 

Lanree Buive Norte, 3s. 6d., 43, 6d., and 6s. 6d. per ream. 

EnvEtopgs, Cream on Buivg, 3s, 9d., 4s. 6d., and 6s. 6d. per 1000, 

Tue * TempLe’’ ENvevoPe, extra secure, 9s, 6d. per 1000, 

Footscap Orrictan Enve ores, ls, 9d. per 100, 

PARTRIDGE & Cooper's Vettum Wove Cius-Hovse Nore, 9s. 64, pe 
ream, ‘Thisincomparable Paper has raised up a host of worthless 
imitations. Purchasers are particularly requested to observe that 
each sheet bears the fac-simile water-mark, ‘PARTRIDGE & 
COOPER’S VELLUM-WOVE CLUB-HOUSE PAPER,” without 
which none is genuine. 

INDENTURE SKINS, Printed and Machine-ruled, 2s. 5d. each, 286. 
doz., 135s, per roll. 

Seconns OR FOLLOWERS, Ruled, 24, ld, each, 243. perdozen, 115s. p* 
roll, 

Recoaps o8 Memoniats, 8d, each, 7s. fd. perdozen, 

Ledgers, Day Books, Cash Books, Letter or Minute Books 

‘An immense stock in various bintings, 
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